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Armen Petrosyan 
The Problem and the Sources 

The essential aspect of Armenian ethnogenesis is the problem of the identi¬ 
fication of the linguistic ancestors of the Armenians. 1 The present work examines 
the problem of the earliest possible revelation and localization of the speakers of 
ancient versions of Armenian—the Proto-Armenians or Earliest Armenians 2 —with 
some reflections on how this people was formed and later developed. 

This is, obviously, a linguistic problem and can be solved through linguistic 
examination. For the identification and localization of the bearers of early Armenian 
dialects we have nothing but the data of historical linguistics on the history of 
Armenian and the evidence of early written languages. Especially important is the 
data of onomastics of the Armenian Highland—names of tribes, places, persons and 
deities—attested in the early written languages (e.g. Assyrian, Hittite, Urartian, 
Hieroglyphic Luwian). We must examine those names and, if possible, identify the 
Proto-Armenian ones. Nevertheless, unequivocal etymological solutions are not 
always possible. We need also philological, historical, archeological, and ethno¬ 
logical analyses and arguments. 

There are two types of information concerning the formation and early history of 
ancient peoples: historical and traditional, preserved in foreign and native sources. 
The researcher of Armenian prehistory, in this sense, is in a relatively favorable 
situation, as starting from early Mesopotamian sources until the first Greek authors 
there is historical evidence on the Armenian Highland and the adiacent regions. The 

w ' V 

traditional sources are the Armenian, Greek, Jewish, Georgian, and Arab legends on 
the genesis and primeval history of the Armenians. 

Legends of Armenian Origins 

The Armenian sources are of amythological nature. The legends of the Armenian 
genesis (ethnogonic myth) have reached us in the book of the “father of Armenian 
history” Movses XorenacT (KhorenatsT) and the brief account of the origin of 
Armenia by Anonym, attributed to the seventh-century writer Sebeos, which present 


L In his works on the Armenian ethnogenesis and prehistory l.M. DiakonofTdistinguishes three 
aspects of the peoples* succession: biological, cultural and linguistic. Genocides are not characteristic 
to ancient history and the migrations and movements of different tribes have not caused substantial 
changes in the anthropological average features of the local inhabitants of the Armenian Highland, 
where, therefore, the local ancient type primarily maintains. Throughout differenthistorical periods 
the cultural succession of the Armenian Highland is also explicit, i.e. the Armenians are the biological 
and cultural successors of the early inhabitants of the Armenian Highland (Diakonoff 1968: 7-9; 
DiakonofT 1983:12 ff.; Diakonoff 1983a: 149; Diakonoff 1984:1-3). Hence, die major question that 
remains disputable is the identification of the Armenians* linguistic ancestors. 

2 G. Djahukian (1987: 25) has suggested the following chronological terms for the pre-written 
history of Armenian: 1) Proto-Armenian (30th-12th centuries B.C.), 2) Earliest Armenian (12th 
century B.C.-4th century A.D.). Here, for the sake of simplicity, the term Proto-Armenian is used for 
the times preceding the fall of Urartu (the end of the 7th century B.C.). 
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reinterpreted Armenian oral tradition coordinated with the Bible and Greek literary 
sources (Xorenac'i 1.10-16; Anonym). According to the legends, the first ancestor 
of the Armenians was Hayk, son ofTorgom, descendant of Noah’s son Japhet. After 
the construction of the tower of Babel he refused to obey the Babylonian tyrant Bel 
(identified with the Biblical Nimrod) and with his large patriarchal family, consisting 
of three hundred men, came and settles in Armenia, in the district Hark' to the 
northwest of Lake Van. Bel attacked Hayk with his huge army but was killed in the 
battle. Hayk’s eldest son Aramaneak moved to the Ayrarat province, in the Ararat 
valley (to the north of Mt. Ararat), which remained the domain of the following 
generations of the Haykids. Aramaneak’s son Aramayis built the first capital 
Armawir (60 km. [37.2 miles] to the west of Erevan). Aramayis’ grandson Gelam be¬ 
came the eponym of the Lake and Mountains of Gelam (modem Lake Sevan and the 
mountain range to the west of it). Gelam’s grandson Aram, the most warlike char¬ 
acter of the ethnogonic myth, through many battles enlarged Armenia’s borders in all 
directions. Aram’s son Ara the Handsome was killed in the battle against the 
Assyrian queen Samiram (Semiramis), and the Armenians fell under the rule of the 
Assyrians. Thus the “sacred” mythical era of the forefathers of Armenia ends and the 
“history” begins. 

The Armenian ethnonym Hay is derived from the name of Hayk. According to 
Xorenac‘i, the foreigners start calling Hayk’s land Armenia and similar names after 
Aram, while Anonym emphasizes the ethnogonic role of Hayk’s son Aramaneak/ 
Aramenak/ Armenak, from which we can conclude that he also was considered the 
eponym of the ethnonym Armen (G. Sargsyan 1998: 123). The central province of 
Armenia Ayrarat and its core Ararat plain are both considered to be named after Ara 
the Handsome (Field of Ara). 

According to a Greek legend ascribed to two captains of Alexander the Great, 
Cyrsilus the Pharsalian and Medius the Larisaean, the Armenians’ forefather was 
Armenos, one of the participants of the Argonauts’ journey. He came from the city 
Armenion in Thessaly to the north of Greece (in one version: from Rhodes). His 
companions settled first in Akilisene, i.e. the Ekeleac* district in the upper flows of 
the Euphrates (the city of Erznka, Turk. Erzincan and its surroundings) (Strabo 
11.4.8; 11.14.12; Justin 42.2.3, etc. See Adontz 1946: 322 ff.). 

In Flavius Josephus, the Armenians descend from Aramos’ son Oulos 
(Antiquitates Judaicae 1.6.4), who corresponds to the Biblical Hul, son of Aram, 
eponym of the Aramaeans (Petrosyan 1997:160; Petrosyan2002:79,164). The myth 
of the first Haykids is closely connected to the Georgian ethnogonic legend attested 
by Leonti Mroveli (11th century). Here the ancestor of the Armenians Haos (= Hayk), 
slayer of Nimrod, is represented as the eldest brother and lord of the eponymous 
forefathers ofthe Georgians and several other Caucasian tribes (Mroveli 1979:21 ff.; 
Melikishvili 1989,251 -260; Petrosyan 1997,70-72). This seems to be a variation on 
the Armenian ethnogonic theme. According to the Arab authors Yakut and Dimashki 
(11th-12th centuries A.D.) Armenia’s founder was Armini, a descendant of Noah’s 
son Japhet (Ter-Ghevondyan 1971). 

The Historical Aspect of the Ethnogonic Legends 

The most important of these are the Armenian legends as they reflect the way in 
which the ancient Armenians have imagined the beginning of their existence. They 
represent the epicized version of the creation myth on the beginning of the universe 
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and time (countries, mountains, rivers, months and hours were named after Hay k and 
the first Haykids, while naming in mythology is equivalent to creation itself). The 
figures of Hayk and the following ethnogonic patriarchs originate from ancient divine 
figures. The characters and names of their opponents are also mythical: e.g. Hayk’s 
adversary Bel (i.e. Akkad. Bel, Semitic b 7 “lord”), the ruler of Babylon, should be 
identified as the great Babylonian god Bel-Marduk. The pivotal characters of the 
legends—Hayk, Aram and Ara the Handsome—constitute an Indo-European 
“trifunctional” triad, associated, respectively, with the first (sovereign), the second 
(military) and the third (fertility) functions of Indo-European mythology. The 
characters of the Armenian forefathers* opponents (Bel, BarSamin, Samiram) also 
form an identical trifunctional system. Thus, this is a typical Indo-European myth 
(Ahyan 1981; Dumdzil 1994:133 ff.; Petrosyan 1997; Petrosyan 2002). 

Myth is outside of real space and time. This holds true especially for the creation 
myths, which are used to explicate the formation of space and time. However, the 
epicized myth acquires spatial and temporal characteristics. The geography of the 
first forefathers’ settlements and their movements in Armenia cannot be greatly 
affected by mythological or religious factors. This concerns Hayk’s settling in Hark*, 
and his first son Aramaneak’s subsequent moving to Ayrarat (Ararat plain). This is 
where the Armenian universe and history concentrate after Hayk. 

We can call Hayk’s domain Hark* “Primary Armenia.” The real Armenia begins 
with Aramaneak’s settling in Ayrarat. The Armenian cosmogony, for the most part, 
occurs in Ayrarat. The next important stage is the enlargement of the borders of 
Armenia by Aram, whose native abode was also Ayrarat. 

Greek Authors on the Armenian Origins 

According to Herodotus (7.73), the Armenians were “Phrygian immigrants” 
(4>pvy(2v drroiKOi), who were armed as the Phrygians as well, while according to a 
passage from Eudoxus of Knidus (5th century B.C., attested by Stephanus of 
Byzantium in the 12th century A.D.), the Armenian language resembled Phrygian 
(see e.g. Manandyan 1944:12-15; Adontz 1946: 322 ff.; Piotrovskii 1959:122-123; 
Diakonoff 1984: 110,189-190, n. 40; Greppin 1984; Matiossian 1991; Barseghyan 
1996:4-9). 

The Phrygians, most probably, were a Balkanic tribe which had migrated to Asia 
Minor and established their kingdom in the 8th-7th centuries B.C. (centuries after the 
fall of the Hittite empire). This is consonant, but not identical, with the legend of 
Armenos, according to which the Armenians’ ancestor comes from Thessaly. On the 
other side, mainly on the basis of historical sources, a theory that the Phrygians 
originated in Asia Minor was in use (see e.g. Petrova 1998; Brixhe 2004: 777). 

It is obvious that ancient Greek authors could not determine the genetic and 
linguistic affinity between the tribes and languages. Strabo, who was a native of Asia 
Minor and well-informed on the Armenians and other peoples of the region, wrote 
that the Armenians, Syrians and Arabs were closely connected by their languages and 
physical and cultural characteristics (Strabo 1.2.34; 16.4.27). This is unacceptable: 
Aramaean and Arabic are Semitic languages. Notably, the fact that Armenian is an 
independent Indo-European language was established only in 1875 by H. 
Htibschmann. Until then linguists had classified it as an Iranian language. 
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It was believed that among the Indo-European languages Armenian had a close 
connection with Greek and certain Paleo-Balkanic languages, including Phrygian 
(Djahukian 1970; Djahukian 1987: 86-204,296-311). The information concerning 
Phrygian is scant, but, however, it is unquestionably most closely linked with Greek. 
The contemporary supporters of the Proto-Armenians* Balkanic origin represent their 
thesis in certain correspondence with contemporary scientific ideas. Thus, according 
to Igor Diakonoff, Armenian is not a Phrygian dialect, but a separate language of the 
Thraco-Phrygian group. If considered literally, Herodotus’ thesis, presenting Ar¬ 
menians as Phrygian immigrants, is wrong. However, if considered as a statement 
that the Armenians have come from the neighboring western areas of the Armenian 
Highland, which had been previously populated by the Hittites and afterwards by the 
Phrygians, it can be accepted (Diakonoff 1968:204-209; Diakonoff 1983a: 155, n. 
29, 173-174; Diakonoff 1984: 109-112). It should be also noted that the notion of 
Armeno-Greek close connections has been denied (Clackson 1994; with Thracian 
and Albanian some arguments can be adduced: Kortlandt 2003: 74, 86, 140, 152- 
153), and the thesis of a close Armeno-Phrygian relationship (Diakonoff 1976; 
Neroznak 1976; Diakonoff and Nerozaak 1985), as well as the idea of Thraco- 
Phrygian unity is dismissed in contemporary studies (see e.g. Brixhe 2004: 780). 

The Problem of U rartu 

Many questions of Armenian ethnogenesis and prehistory are directly associated 
with Urartu, the first kingdom to unite the Armenian Highland under one crown (the 
9th-7th centuries B.C.). The language of the Urartian inscriptions is not Armenian. 
This is the main reason that during the 19th-20th centuries the thesis of the late 
immigration of the Proto-Armenians to the Armenian Highland was formulated. 

Urartu is the Assyrian appellation of the state. In Urartian texts their country, or 
rather, the core of their country, the Van area, is called Biainili, though we can only 
conjecture what they called themselves (for a hypothesis on the Urartian self¬ 
designation see Diakonoff 1992; Petrosyan 2002:180). The original versions of this 
name are considered to be Uruatri/u and Urapri (attested to, respectively, in the 13th 
and 10th centuries B.C.). Uruatri/u / Uratri was located in the extreme south of the 
Armenian Highland, the area of the present-day state boundary between Iraq and 
Turkey (Melikishvili 1954:150 ff; Piotrovskii 1959:43-46; Arutyunyan 1970: 17). 
Ardini and Qumenu, the worship centers of the two first gods of the supreme triad 
of the Urartian pantheon, Haldi and TeiSeba, were also located there. The center of 
the third great god Siwini was the city of Van (Urart. Tuspa) (see e.g. Diakonoff 
1981:82). It may be assumed that oiwini was the great god of the natives of the Van 
region who were overcome by conquerors from the south. Thus, the homeland of the 
Urartian language and of the ruling dynasty of Urartu was situated in a southern area 
which was not technically part of Urartu (Melikishvili 1954:368; Diakonoff 1983a: 
174-175, n. 78; Diakonoff 1984: 77, 167-168, n. 155; Salvini 1995:184; Zimansky 
2001: 24; Petrosyan 2006: 48-50). 

Urartian monuments and culture, including the inscriptions, were created mostly 
by the state authorities and not by a large stratum of the population. The kings of 
Tu§pa-Van conquered and maintained dominion over the regions of the Armenian 
Highland by force. Cities and fortresses were established in the conquered lands; they 
were populated by people loyal to the empire, though not ethnically homogeneous. 
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and sometimes brought from other regions. The monuments of “Urartian” culture, 
from pottery to temples, are concentrated in these centers. The rest of the population 
was not under direct Urartian control, continuing their old culture and lifestyle, 
essentially different from the “Urartian” one, and often had a hostile attitude towards 
the empire. P. Zimansky’s latest thorough research shows that the creators of the 
Urartian state and state attributes, probably, were very few in number. An Urartian 
speaking community formed the core of the empire, while the main population of the 
country consisted of other elements (Zimansky 1995; see also Zimansky 2001; 
Zimansky and Stone 2003). 

Urartu was an empire. Such a widespread mountainous country, before being 
united as a one state, could not have been linguistically homogeneous. Many tribes 
and tribal groups are mentioned in the Urartian records, which show that the country 
was multilingual. This is also evident from the examination of the onomastics of 
Urartu (the southwestern regions of the Highland were inhabited by the Humans and 
Luwians; there are also apparent Armenian, Thracian, and Iranian names in the 
Urartian onomastics. 3 

The Problem of the Indo-European Homeland 

In the infancy of Indo-European linguistics the Indo-European homeland was 
localized on the slopes of the biblical mountain Ararat in Armenia (Mallory 1989: 
10), and afterwards, based on different argumentations, in almost all the territory 
throughout which the Indo-European languages spread, from India and Middle Asia 
to Western Europe, including Asia Minor. However, the Armenian Highland and the 
neighboring territories have never been among the popular localizations. At the 
beginning of the 1970s Tamaz Gamkrelidze and Viacheslav Ivanov suggested a 
hypothesis according to which the Indo-Europeans originated from the neighboring 
areas of the Armenian Highland, while R. Renfrew suggested another theory stating 
that the Indo-Europeans originated from South-Central Asia Minor. These hypotheses 
were presented later in monographs (Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1984; Renfrew 1987). 
Gevorg Djahukian also was inclined to localize the Indo-European homeland 
somewhere in Asia Anterior (Djahukian 1987: 73-76; Djahukian 1992a: 22-26; cf. 
Djahukian 1967,38-39). According to J. Mallory, there are four localizations that are 
most commonly proposed now: 1) Baltic-Pontic; 2) Anatolian; 3) Central European- 
Balkan; and 4) Pontic-Caspian (Mallory 1989; Mallory and Adams 1997:290-299). 
Thus, the Armenian Highland is not included in the common localizations, though 
the listed second and fourth regions can be characterized as “near to Armenia” (for 
such localizations see also Drews 2001). However, all these localizations are highly 
hypothetical. It is evident that modem science still cannot localize the Indo-European 
homeland. 

The problem of ethnogenesis is oversimplified when it is directly associated with 
the Indo-European homeland. Moreover, the formulation of any hypothesis on the 
basis of a certain localization of the Indo-European homeland can devalue it. The 
period of the homeland frequently dates from earlier than the 4th millennium B.C. 
The independent development of the Armenian language probably began as early as 
the beginning of the 3rd millennium B.C. (Djahukian 1987:25). Any localization far 


J For the Armenian names see below; for the Indo-lranian and Thracian names: Djahukian 1987: 
434-435; for the Human names: Gelb 1944-: 82-83; for the Luwian names: below, n. 11. 
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from Armenia does not theoretically rule out the possibility that the Armenians’ 
linguistic ancestors were in the Armenian Highland in the 2rd millennium B.C. or 
even earlier. On the other hand, any localization near Armenia theoretically does not 
rule out the possibility of the roaming of the Proto-Armenians elsewhere and coming 
to Armenia later. 


The Armenian Ethnonyms 

The scientific theories of the identification of the Proto-Armenians and, 
respectively, the Armenian ethnogenesis, can be differentiated according to the 
viewpoints identifying the Armenian ethnonyms with the ethno-toponyms attested 
in ancient sources. On the other hand, essential is not only the historically attested 
prototype of the ethnonym, but also its genesis and etymology. If the ethnonym is of 
Armenian origin, then its first mention will indicate die existence of the community 
speaking in (Proto-) Armenian, in a given epoch and area, while if it is of non- 
Armenian origin, i.e. a borrowing, then the problem becomes complicated. The 
ethnonym could have been borrowed before or after its first attestation, i.e. it would 
be impossible to identify the Armenian speaking community based solely on this 
data. 

Ethnonyms, like proper names, are hard to etymologize. We need more light on 
the subject, additional evidence, which can reveal their original meanings (otherwise 
the etymologies can only be speculative). It is the ethnogonic myth that provides us 
with an exceptional opportunity to interpret them. In the given insufficiency of other 
data the characteristics of the mythological eponymous forefathers can help reveal 
the etymologies of their names and respective ethnonyms. 

The etymology of Hayk’s name and the related ethnonym Hay is essential for our 
problem. It was believed, for a long time, that it goes back to the Indo-European 
*poti~ “master, lord, master of the house, husband.” Later this was disputed (see e.g. 
Djahukian 1987:284, with bibliography). However, our analysis shows its validity. 
In several dialects the elderly women mention their husbands in their absence as mer 
hay 9 “our hay’’ i.e. “husband, chief of our family,” cf. synonymous glxavor “chief, 
head,” glxater “lord of (my) head” (H, Khach‘atryan 2003: 19). This word, very 
plausibly, can be etymologized from *poti~. 

Hayk is the head of a patriarchal family consisting of three hundred men and their 
own families. Thus, Hayk’s name can also be associated with *poti~, with the dimin¬ 
utive/ venerable suffix -ik peculiar to the appellations of the elders and mythological 
names: Hay-ik > Hayk, cf. hayr/ hayrik “father,” pap/ papik “grandfather,” 
theonymic Astlik “Venus,” lit. “Little star,” and Aramaneak (son of Hayk), with an 
analogical suffix -ak. It is characteristic that the second part of Hayk’s constant 
epithet nahapet “patriarch” presents the Iranian reflex of the Indo-European * pot-, 
while the name of Hayk’s adversary Bel also means “lord, master,” used as an 
independent theonym as well (Petrosyan 1986; Petrosyan 2002: 58,61,161). 

In Armenian tradition, the constellation Orion was named after Hayk (Alishan 
1895:119). Hayk kills his adversary Bel with an erek't ’ewean “three-winged, triple- 
fleshed” arrow (Xorenac‘i 1.11). In this context the best Indo-European parallel of 
Hayk is the Indie god Rudra, the father and leader of the Rudras called by his name 
(cf. the correlation of the name of Hayk with his descendants and followers Hays 
“Armenians”). In India, the constellation Orion is personified by the god Prajapati 
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who was transfixed by the three-jointed arrow (isus trikmda> the belt stars of Orion) 
shot by Rudra (Alien 1963:309-310; Fontenrose 1981:239-240; Tjomkin and Erman 
1985:16-18,276-277). Significantly, the second element of the characteristic epithets 
of Rudra (ganapati, vratapati, bhutapati, pasupati, grhapati, sthapati, sabhapatf), 
as well as the name of Prajapati, are derived from *poti- (Petrosyan 2002: 55; Pe¬ 
trosyan 2003: 193). 4 

The plural genetic Hayoc ' lets us assume that before the regular disappearance 
of the last vowel in Armenian in the first centuries A.D. it sounded *Hqyo. This form 
could originate from *poti-> suffixed with the Indo-European suffix *-(i)yo- either in 
ancient times or in a relatively later period: *poti- > *IIay(i)-, suffixed with *~(i)yo< 
*Hayo -. Although, it is possible also that the stem in -o is a late formation 
(Djahukian 1961: 388), developed, for example, on the analogy of similar ethno- 
toponyms (Tayk ‘-Tayoc*Vayk - Vayoc *). 

Several etymologies have been suggested for the ethnonym Armen. In historical 
context it is frequently considered as a derivative of the ethno-toponym Arme attested 
in Urartian sources (Piotrovskii 1959:124; Diakonoff 1984:199, n. 115; Djahukian 
1987:285-288, with bibliography), in a posthumously published article Diakonoff 
suggests a new hypothetical etymology from Gk. dppevos' “fit, favorable,” i.e. “non- 
hostile,” as opposed to other peoples of Asia Minor, who were hostile to the Greeks 
(Diakonoff 2005: 277). This shows that the author was unsure of his previous 
etymology, which became very popular due to his works. 

InXorenac‘i, the ethnonym Armen is eponymized by the patriarch Aram. He kills 
the Syrian hero BarSam, i.e. the epic version of the god BarSamin (i.e, the Syrian 
Ba 'al Samin “Lord of Heaven”). The latter was called spitakap 'ar 11 of white glory” 
(Agat‘angelos 784) and his idol was “embelished with ivory, crystal and silver” 
(Xorenac‘i 2.14). In this context, Aram is best comparable with the Indie R ama 
(Indo-European *re-mo- “dark, black*’). In epic India, the first Rama—Parasurama 
“Rama-with-the-axe”—defeats Aijuna Kartavlrya, whose name is derived from the 
*Harg ’- “bright, white” ( Mahabharata 3.115-116; the story is also told in the 
Pur anas). Notably, the name of Mt. Argaeus, where Aram defeats another adversary, 
is derived from the Hittite version of *Harg‘- (Laroche 1985: 88-89). These myths 
can be considered in the context of the theme of black and white or dark and light, 
which appears in myths and epics elsewhere. Moreover, Aram would represent the 
epicized version of the black thunder god who fights with his white adversary 
(Petrosyan 1997; Petrosyan 2002: 43 ff.; Petrosyan 2003:194 ff.). His name can be 
regarded as the regular reflex of *rIf mo- ( *remo- and *rano- would yield *Arim and 
*Arum t respectively, and Arm- in derivatives and compounds). The name of 
Aramaneak/ Aramenak, who figures as the eponym of the ethnonym Armen in 
Anonym, seems to represent a conflation (see below, n. 20). 

Proceeding from the Armenian ethnonyms Hay and Armen an opinion has been 
advanced that two ethnic units played an essential role in the Armenian ethnogenesis: 


4 For various considerations on the etymology of the ethnonym Hay see Djahukian 1961:386 ff.; 
Djahukian 1987:284. In his later works Djahukian accepted this etymology (Djahukian 1988a (1): 68; 
Djahukian 1990: 26; Djahukian 1992a: 50; Djahukian 1992b: 18), which makes unnecessary its 
special linguistic argumentation in the present article. Some folklore data provide possibility for an 
alternative etymological solution of Hayk’s name, cf. IE “bum,” which in later times (after 

the *p- > h- and *-t- > -y- changes) could have been confounded with hay < *poti~, see Petrosyan 
2002: 59-61. 
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the Hays and the Armens (Patkanov 1881:88-90). This opinion has been repeated by 
many scholars, who have attributed different origins to these tribes (e.g. the first has 
been considered a local, non-Indo-European tribe, while a Balkanic origin has been 
attributed to the second). This idea is only hypothetical. 

The Proto-Armenians in the Armenian Highland 

Many scholars have written about the linguistic traces of the Armenian ethnic 
element in Ancient Near East. The most significant are Djahukian’s works, where he 
examines the borrowings of the Armenian language from ancient cuneiform 
languages and shows that it is possible for some cuneiform languages to have 
borrowings from Proto-Armenian and that numerous ancient names of the Armenian 
Highland and adjacent regions can be etymologized in Armenian. Furthermore, the 
arguments adduced by Diakonoff are important, as he, more than any other scholar, 
was familiar with the ancient history, cultures and languages of the region (Djahukian 
1986; Djahukian 1987: 312-321, 417-474; Djahukian 1988: 148-161, Djahukian 
1988a; Djahukian 1992; Djahukian 1992a: 34-38, 53-59; Diakonoff 1967: 135; 
Diakonoff 1985: 602-603; Diakonoff 1992). 

Even the most credible reciprocal borrowings of Armenian and cuneiform 
languages cannot localize Proto-Armenians more precisely than “not far from the 
speakers of those languages.” In order to localize them in the Armenian Highland 
first of all we need to examine the onomastics of the Highland. Until the first 
millennium B.C., our data are poor and concern only the southern and western 
regions. It is the Urartian sources that mention a large number of proper names 
throughout the Highland (names of men, deities, tribes, cities, lands, rivers, 
mountains). Unlike, for example, the Hayasian names, a significant number of the 
Urartian place names are localized fairly accurately, and moreover, many of them 
present early versions of the well known Armenian toponyms. 

The following question is essential: were there speakers of Proto-Armenian in the 
Armenian Highland in the pre-Urartian period (i.e., before the mid-9th century B.C.) 
or did they appear here during the existence or after the fall of Urartu? If we show 
that there is at least one borrowing in Urartian from Armenian and that some place 
and personal names mentioned in the Urartian sources have Armenian origin, then 
we can say that Earliest Armenian was spoken along with Urartian in the Armenian 
Highland. 

Below are presented a few indicative examples from the dozens adduced by 
various authors. 

The Armenian conjunction ew “and” originates from the Indo-European *epi- (> 
*ewi > ew). The native origin of the conjunction is beyond all doubt It is borrowed 
in Urartian, where it appears as eue, e ’a (to read: ewa), eia, eat (the two last forms 
are the results of a development peculiar to Urartian). They are known from the first 
Urartian records of the last quarter of the 9th century B.C. (Arutyunyan2001: 442). 
Hence, Urartian was in contact with Armenian prior to this time. In order to show 
that this conjunction is borrowed from Armenian, Diakonoff notes that it is not 
known in earlier attested Hurrian and other North-Eastern Caucasian languages 
(which are considered to be related to Hurro-Urartian). Hurrian is an ergative 
language and does not use non-affixed conjunctions. There exists a good analogy: 
another ancient ergative language, Old Sumerian, does not have non-affixed 
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conjunctions, but Neo-Sumerian has acquired a new conjunction u “and” from 
Akkadian with which it co-existed (Diakonoff 1992: 52-53). 

The river name Arsania , attested in an Assyrian source in the mid-9th century 
B.C., corresponds to Arm. Aracani < *Arcaniya, Gk. ’Apcravias- (Turk. Murat-su, 
Arutyunyan 1985:44). Notably, there was a homonymic city to the southwest of Lake 
Van. This name has an apparent Armenian etymology: cf. Indo-European *Harg - 
“bright, white,” with the reflection arc- peculiar to Armenian (e.g. areal “silver”), 
and the suffix -ani < *-a-niya( for the Indo-European hydronyms from *Harg’~ see 
e.g. Krahe 1962: 8, n. 2,31-32). 

The Upper (Western) Euphrates in different languages and in different periods 
has been called: Hitt. Mala, Urart. Melia(ini), Gk. M^Xas (Arutyunuan 2001: 514); 
cf. Indo-European *mel- “black,” with the suffix *-iya, and the Turkish name of the 
river: Kara-su “Black water.” Significantly, the main tributary of Aracani Metraget 
has similar appellations: its ancient name is Mef{ cf. *mel- “black”), while currently 
it is called Kara-su (Eremyan 1963: 70). Evidently, these names reflect certain 
mythological and cosmological ideas on the black and white contrast, localized along 
the river Arsania (Petrosyan 2002:186). 

The “royal city” of the first known Urartian king Aramu, Arsa5ku(nu) may be 
identified with the Armenian Ardc* (Turk. Ercip) to the north of Lake Van and 
etymologized from the Indo-European *Harg ‘eskf^o- (derivative of *Harg '- “bright, 
white”) > *Arcesk‘o- > Ard&o, Gen. Ardsoy (an almost precise rendering of 
Arcesk ‘o is Assyr. Arsasku-). Ariel was the denomination of the northern gulf of 
Lake Van as well as the whole lake itself (cf. also Gk. ’Apcrr)(crr])i/r| /Strabo, 11.14.8/, 
Arab. ArfiS “Lake Van**); a city to the north of the lake was called Arcak ‘small Arc’ 
(later: Arcke = Turk. Adilcevaz ); moreover, a small lake to the east of Lake Van is 
called ArdSak > Artiak “small Ariel,” Turk. Ergek Thus, this early Urartian capital 
could have been named (and once populated) by the Proto-Arm enian s (Petros yan 
2002: 71 ff., with bibliography). 5 

Aramu (var. Arame, Arama) coincides with the name of the second Armenian 
eponym Aram (* Aratno/a, with the regular disappearance of the final vowel in 
Armenian). As has been noted, this was the epithetal name of the “black” thunder 
god. In the ancient states of the region, theonyms were frequently used as 
anthroponyms, cf. Hitt. Telepinus, Amuwandas, Luw. Tarhunzas, Yarris, Runtiyas, 
Assyr. ASur, Hur. Kumarpi, etc. 

Tuarasiniei hubi “Tuarasian valley,” attested in the second quarter of the 8th 
century B.C. (may correspond to Tuarizu of an Assyrian source of the mid-8th cen¬ 
tury B.C.), corresponds with the Armenian Tuaracoy tapTuaracatap ' “plain of 
tuarac ,” located to the north of the upper streams of the river Arsania, north from the 
district of Hark* (Arutyunyan 1985: 185-186). For the etymology of this name cf. 
Arm. tuarac “graze cattle, cowherd,” tuaracatap ‘ “place for grazing bull-calves,” 
consisting of the words tuar “bull-calf’ and aracil “graze,” from which the latter is 
doubtlessly native Armenian (Indo-European *treg -); tuar is usually etymologized 
from the Indo-European *dipHro- (cf. also Semitic *taur -, see Djahukian 1988:154, 
n. 52). 


i For the localization of ArsaSku(nu), see Arutyunyan 1985:34-35; for the Indo-European “white” 
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Diusini / Tiusini (di can also be read as ti, see Diakonoff 1958: 32): the name of 
a king, ruler of the federation of Etiuni, which encompassed the northern regions of 
the Armenian Highland. This name, attested in the middle of the 8th century B.C., 
is comparable to the Indo-European (especially Balkanic) anthroponymic pattern 
*deiwo- “god” + *g‘en- “birth, kin,” cf. Gk. AioyevtjG, Thrac. Aw£evi, Diuzenus, 
also Gk. Sioyevei^ from deo<; “god” (Gindin 1981: 42, 77). For the Armenian 
interpretation, cf. tiw “daytime” (< *deiwo- “god,” “day”), or dik gen. pi. diwc ' 
“gods” (*dha s-) and cin "birth, kin.” 

In these names the presence of the sound Id is essential, as it represents the 
reflection of the Indo-European *g‘ peculiar only to Armenian (this sound does not 
exist in other Indo-European languages). In Armeno-Urartian lexical and onomastical 
parallels Urart. s corresponds only to Arm. c (Diakonoff 1958:36; Djahukian 1987; 
430-431), which in the considered etymologies is indicative of the Armenian 
language. 

These names may substantiate the presence of the Proto-Armenians in the Arme¬ 
nian Highland, particularly in the area of the upper streams of Arsania, north of Lake 
Van, the domain of the patriarch Hayk, as well as to the west and north of it before 
the formation of the Urartian Empire. 6 Judging by the Proto-Armenian etymologies 
of Aramu and ArsaSku(nu) one cannot rule out the possibility that Aramu was an 
Armenian ruler who fought against the Assyrians in the north of Lake Van and 
surroundings, i.e., in the area of Hayk’s domain. After Aramu, the ruling dynasty of 
Urartu was changed and the new capital city TuSpa (Van) was established (see.below, 
in the discussion of the Etiuni hypothesis). 7 Toponyms, especially hydronyms, 
present the earliest strata of languages, and might have existed in pre-Urartian times, 
many centuries before their first attestations. 

The Arimoi Hypothesis 

The author of the first complex studies on the ^^rinenjan efhnogenesjs;s Josef 
Markwart, a pivotal part of whose work is the examination of the ethnonym Armen 
(previous authors have generally examined the linguistic aspect of the problem). 


6 Following are some other examples of Armenian elements in the Urartian language and 
onomastics from Djahukian 1992 (the adduced Armenian words are considered Indo-European). 
Words: Urart. abili- “to add” = Aim. awel- “id,” Urart. Arsibi (the name of King Minua’s horse) - 
Arm. arcui “eagle,” Urart. z/sari “garden” - Arm. car “tree,” Urart. Suri “edge, spearhead; weapon” 

- Arm. sur “sharp; sword,” Urart. armuzzi “family” - Arm. arm(n) “root, tribe, generation,” Urart. 
arniuSe “deed” - Aim. arnem “to do, make,” Urart. aniarduni “independent”-Arm. anyar “unrelated, 
separate,” Urart. bauSe “speech; order, thing” - Arm. ba-n “word, speech; thing,” Urart. zil(i)be/i 
“hreert gene rati on” — Ami, - W “tribe”: theODyms; X/ra/ni — Aim, ayr “cave” i^ayrayird. Arsibedini 

- arcui “eagle,” Sinuiardi - cin-o- “birth, *clan” + ardi “order” (goddess of birth and tribe), Turani 

- tur(k ') “giving, gift” (* Turan- the god who gives, presents); hydronyms: Alaini (cf. also town names 
Aliala, Aliitu) - a! “salt,” Gugunaini—gog-o “gulf, sinus ” UluruS - olor “winding;” mount names: 
Arsabia, Arsidu (cf. also place mmesArsugu, Aluarsa, Balduarsa, Gizuarsu)- *arc- “white, bright,” 
KamiSie - k‘ar “stone” (PI. Acc. k'arins); other place-names: Albvri - aJbiwr “spring, source,” 
Meluiani — meht “bee,” Sarni - sarn “ice, cold,” Zirma - jerm “warm,” Dilizia - delj “yellow,” 
Barzuriani, BarzaniStun, Kulibarzint- barjr “high.” For many of these and other etymologies coherent 
reasons could be adduced. 

7 Alternatively, it has been hypothesized that Aramu the Urartian might have been a “condotier” 
of Aramaean ancestry, while Arsagku(nu) was localized in the basin of Lake Urmia (van Loon 1966: 
7; Salvini 1987: 399 f.; Salvini 1995: 27 flf.). For the relation of the Aramaean and Armenian 
ethnonyms see Petrosyan 2002: 163 ff. According to Y. Grekyan (personal communication), Mt. 
Adduru, mentioned in the area ofArsaSku, is to be identified with the Urartian Mt. Eiduru (modem 
Sflphan). If so, ArsaSku was situated not far from Stlphan and thus should be identified with Ar£e£. 
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According to him, the ethnonym Armen could have originated from the stem *arm- 
*arim- or *arum-, combined with the Urartian ending -ini (*arim-ini and *arum-ini 
both would yield * or mini). He compares this stem with the Greek plural Arimoi men¬ 
tioned in the Iliad (2.781-783) as the place of the battle of Zeus and Typhon (elv 
1 Apt fioLs 1 ). Ancient and modem authors have localized the Arimoi in different places. 
One such place is Mt. Argaeus to the west of the Armenian Highland in Cappadocia, 
the highest mountain of Asia Minor, and once active volcano. Markwart considered 
the Arimoi as the ancestors of the Armenians, who had moved to Asia Minor from 
the Balkans and settled down in the region of Mt. Argaeus, and later moved to 
Armenia. In Xorenac'i, the patriarch Aram defeats his third adversary in the area, 
where later the city of Mazaka/ Caesaria was built (i.e. near Mt. Argaeus). There he 
leaves his kinsman M§ak to govern the country and orders the local inhabitants to 
speak Armenian. Hence, the Greeks call this region "First Armenia” (Ilparrr} 
’Appevta). According to Markwart, the Armenian eponym *Arimo became Aram 
under the influence of the Biblical Aram (the eponym of the Arameans) and the name 
of the first Urartian king Aramu. As for the ethnonym Hay, it is a later form, which 
originated in Armenia (Markwart 1919,67-68, Markwart 1928,215 ff.). 

Markwart adopted a critical attitude towards the Greek data on the Phrygian 
origin of the Armenians, and believed that the Proto-Armenians had moved from the 
Balkans to Asia Minor earlier in prehistoric times. He also pointed to the presence 
of numerous non-Indo-European words in Armenian and considered that the Ar¬ 
menians had formed through the merging of different ethnic groups. 

Several of Markwart’s linguistic, historical and mythological analyses have been 
accepted and developed in later works (Manuk Abeghyan, N. Adontz, Hakob 
Manandyan, Boris Piotrovskii, Diakonoff, Suren Eremyan, Vlad Banateanu, G. 
Sargsyan, present author, et al.). Some have accepted the Arimoi-Armen association, 
while Cappadocia’s “First Armenia” appellation has been a basis for considering this 
territory as the “Primary Armenia.” The ethnonym Armen is frequently associated 
with the ethno-toponym Arme to the southwest of Lake Van: Urartian *Armini “in¬ 
habitant of Arme,” “Armean country” (Diakonoff 1984:199, n. 115). The Arimoi, 
like Aram, seem to be derived from *rano- “dark, black” (Petrosyan 2002:45-46). 

An essential drawback in Markwart’s theory is that as a starting point he 
acknowledges not the Armenian self-appellation (autonym) Hay , but the name given 
by foreigners (allonym) Armen. In historical times the Armenians called themselves 
exclusively Hay. Though it is possible that some groups of the ancestors of the 
Armenians have been called Armen , nevertheless, when discussing the problem of 
the Arme nian ethnOgCUfsis, the e thn onym Hay should be regarded as the primary 
identification marker. This approach is currently not being argued: the contemporary 
hypotheses of the Armenian ethnogenesis are based on the viewpoints identifying the 
ethnonym Hay with ancient ethno-toponyms attested in cuneiform sources (for the 
predominant role of the autonym Hay in ethnogenetic studies see also Diakonoff 
1983a: 167). 8 


1 Hence the idea that the Armenians are first attested in the Behistun inscription of the Persian king 
Darius I (521-520 B.C.) as Arminiya, which has circulated in Western publications since the dawn of 
European Armenology, cannot be regarded as correct. It is only in the sounds of the European 
languages that the first attestation of the Armenians and Armenia (i.e.the Hay tribe and its country) 
may be associated with the Persian appellations Arminiya wAArmina. It could be said that this is the 
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The Haiti Hypothesis 

Hay originates from the Hittite ethnonym Hatti (cuneiform h is pronounced /x/ 
= German ch). The Hittites adopted this name from the previous inhabitants of Asia 
Minor, the Haitians. It could have become Hay through the regularities characteristic 
for the Armenian language (cf. Arm. hayr “father”' < * pilfer-). This hypothesis has 
been suggested by Peter Jensen (Jensen 1898). It had been supported by Hrachay 
Acharvan and Hakovbos Tashean (Acharyan 1901:235; Tashean 1920: 36-37, 83), 

^ » ' - r - 

who after the emergence of the Hayasa hypothesis associated themselves with the 
latter (Tashean 1934: 339-343; Acharyan 2004: 25). Concerning the historical 
context, Jensen considered the Armenians as the linguistic successors of the Hittites, 
which is unacceptable (Hittite is an Indo-European language very different from 
Armenian). In our times a fervent advocate of this hypothesis was Diakonoff who has 
elaborated on the problem of Armenian ethnogenesis in detail (Diakonoff 1956; 
Diakonoff 1968; Diakonoff 1981; Diakonoff 1983; Diakonoff 1983a; Diakonoff 
1984; Diakonoff 2005, etc). 

The Assyrian king Tiglath-pileser 1(1116-1090 B.C.) wrote that in theyearofhis 
accession, “20,000 Musku . . ., who had held for 50 years the lands Alzu and 
Purulumzu ... captured the land Kadmuhu” (the first of these countries is the Ar¬ 
menian Aljnik‘ t the second is not identified, and the third is Arm. Kadmeac ' tun to 
the south of the Armenian Highland). The king “conquered 12,000 of the troops of 
the land of the extensive MuSku in battle,” deported the rest of the people and united 
the entire land of the MuSku with Assyria. 4,000 KaSku (another name: Apislu) and 
Unimu, “insubmissive troops of the Hatti land, who had seized by force the cities of 
Subartu” (in the same region), “fearing battle,” submitted to the king and were 
uprooted (Grayson 1976:12,18, 66,67, 92,93). 

Diakonoff identifies these MuSkians as the Proto-Armenians. After the fall of the 
Hittite empire (ca. 1200 B.C.) the entire multilingual population to the west of the 
Upper Euphrates was called by the term Hatti. In Urartian inscriptions H ate is the 
name of the land to the west of the confluence of the Upper Euphrates and Arsania 
(modem Malatia and surroundings). The MuSkians, i.e. the Proto-Armenians, might 
have populated this area as well, as a result of which they were called Hate by the Ur¬ 
artians. Later, this name passed to the MuSkians themselves. The Armenized 
Urartians, appropriating the MuSkian-Armenian language, made this term their self¬ 
appellation with a derivative form *hatiyos (i.e. with the Indo-European suffix *- 
(i)yos), from which the ethnonym Hay originated (Diakonoff 1984:126-127; Halio, 
as the prototype of Hay, figures already in Jensen 1898: 3-4, et passim). 

These MuSkians are conditionally called “Eastern MuSkians” as opposed to the 
“Western Mugkians,” i. e. Phrygians, who in cuneiform sources also have been called 
MuSku. The “Eastern MuSkians” are considered a Balkanic tribe, related to but not 
identical with the Phrygians. The “Thraco-Phrygian” ethnonym Mus- known in the 
Balkans and Western Asia Minor (Muova, Moesia) could have spread among all of 
the related tribes. Moreover, -k in the ethnonym MuSku is assumed to be the 
Armenian plural marker k \ 


first time that we can identify the Hay tribe as Arminiya , but this is also disputable (some scholars 
identifythe Arminiyas of Darius as non- Armenians: e.g. Urartians, Scythians, see Tashean 1934:343; 
Struve 1946; D. Sargsyan 1991). 
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According to Diakonoff, these Balkanic ancestors of the Armenians could not 
have passed through all of Asia Minor without leaving any information in the 
region’s written sources during the existence of the Hittite empire. Thus their 
migration would have occurred after the fall of the Hittites and before the formation 
of Urartu (i.e. anywhere between 1200 and 860 B.C.). The “Eastern MuSkians” 
would have been the vanguard of the Armeno-Phrygiantribes, which moved from the 
Balkans to Asia Minor and settled down to the west of the Armenian Highland. 
There, in Cappadocia, in the land of Tegarama (later Tilgarimmu) they formed their 
primary cradle, which was echoed in Hayk’s patronym T*orgom. Their spreading out 
in the other regions of the Armenian Highland was greatly assisted by the policy of 
the Urartian kings, who used to resettle the inhabitants of the conquered lands. 
Concerning the Armenization of Armenia’s historical center—Ayrarat and the Ararat 
plain—it is notable that ArgiSti I in 782 B.C. populated the newly built Erebuni 
fortress (modem Erevan) with 6,600 “military people” from the lands of Hate and 
Supani (i.e. to the west and east of the confluence of the Euphrates and Arsania), who 
would have been speakers of Proto-Armenian, partially or completely. Initially, the 
Proto - Armenians had been considerably less in number than the local inhabitants of 
the Armenian Highland. Nevertheless, due to historical circumstances, their language 
became the common means of communication, and the other ethnic groups merged 
with them. 

Diakonoff* s theory, like others, has several strong and weak points. 

a) The most significant of the strengths is subjective: this is the only theory that 
has been developed at a high level of modem science and from various aspects. 
It represents the problems of Armenian ethnogenesis and prehistory based on 
historical, linguistic and, to some extent, archeological, anthropological, and 
culturological data. 

b) Its conformity with ancient Greek data that the Armenians are related to the 
Phrygians. 

c) The territory of Urart. Hate was later joined to Lesser Armenia. The epithet 
“lesser” may allude to the primary territory of the tribe, from where its further 
spreading out started (see below, in connection of the Hayasa hypothesis). 

d) The ethnonyms Urumu and Musku are comparable with the names of the 
patriarch Aram and his relative MSak, governor of Cappadocia, who can be 
considered the eponyms of these ethnic tribes. This is consonant with the 
Urumeans’ characterization as “troops of the Hatti land” (i.e. Cappadocia) and 
with the hypothetical spread of the Muskians to the west of the Euphrates 
(though, according to legend, Aram moves to Cappadocia from Armenia, while, 
according to this hypothesis, the Armenians came to Armenia from Cappadocia). 

e) The river names Arsania and Meiia(ini) indicate that the Armenian element 
existed in this area before the 9th century B.C. 

The weak aspects of the hypothesis are: 

a) The identification of the cuneiform h (i.e, /x/) with the Armenian /h/; 

b) Relating the phonetic change *-t- (> t *) > -y- in Armenian to later than the 
12th century B.C. (there are no other data for this chronology); 
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c) The consideration of the ethnonym Hay as borrowed, while the eponym is 
etymologized best as native Indo-European; 

d) The MuSku tribe, in contradistinction to Urumu and Api31u/Ka§ku, are not 
mentioned as “troops of the Hatti land;” 

e) The Armenian hypothetical ethnonym *hatiyo- is not mentioned in the west 
of the Armenian Highland in Urartian sources; 

ft The Moovot of Greek sources* whose ethnonvm is annarentlv identical with the 
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Mu§ku (in cuneiform writing /o/ is presented as u, and /s/ as §), were a different 
ethnic group than the Armenians and Phrygians. 

g) The mention of Hate and MuSkini as two separate ethno-toponyms in late 
Urartian sources (i.e. even during the period immediately preceding the fall of 
Urartu the MuSkians were not called Hatiyo)\ 

h) The absence of Proto-Armenian personal names to the west of the Upper 
Euphrates; 

i) The contradiction with the Armenian ethnogonic myth, where the southwestern 
areas of the Armenian Highland and, moreover, the western bank of the 
Euphrates are not mentioned as the stage of activity of the first ethnogonic 
patriarchs; on the contrary, the Armenization of this area is introduced as a later 
event dated to the time of the seventh patriarch Aram. 

The weaknesses can be overcome theoretically, and the author has touched upon 
many of them. However, certain problems need special elucidation. First of all, the 
alleged Armenian protoform for the ethnonym Hay *hatiyos should be revised. For 
Earliest Armenian the best of ail would be the protoform *h£t ‘iyo- / *hat‘iyo-: the 
Indo-European -s ending could have been disappeared in the 12th century B.C.; the 
Urartian t would correspond to Arm. t '//*/, which yieldsy in the intervocalic position 
(for the history of Proto-Armenian and earliest Armenian phonology, see Djahukian 
1987: 225-228, 345-348). 

Furthermore, the most probable native Armenian etymology of the ethnonym 
Hay contradicts the association of Hay with Hate. As it is mentioned above, the 
figures of the Armenian eponyms are interrelated members of a tripartite myth¬ 
ological system; they have Indo-European parallels, and moreover, their names are 
at best etymologized from Indo-European roots. If the Hay < Hatti/ Hite etymology 
is correct, then the Proto-Armenians would have borrowed the ethnonym in the form 
Hat % then reinterpreted it in their own language as “master, lord” and only thereafter 
created the figure of the patriarch Hayk. It is hard to believe that the conflict and the 
system of the figures of the ethnogonic myth (Hayk, opposed to Bel, whose name has 
the same meaning “master, lord"') was invented on the basis of a “folk etymology” 
of a borrowed ethnonym. 

It is necessary to postulate certain preconditions for the Hay < Haiti/ Hate ety¬ 
mology: e.g. the pronunciation of Hatti/Hate was Ha/ 1 i/e, or: in the 12th century 
B.C. there was no sound /x/ in Armenian and the local /Xat h i/e/ had been perceived 
as Hat ‘i/e. However, the Hittite Haiti in other cuneiform languages has also been 
recorded with h, and htym in Hebrew (i.e. with the sound fxf). In ancient Greek, 
where there was no /x/, the first sound of Hatti has been presented with k: Kfp-eioi. 
“Hittites” (h in other cases was also transcribed as Gk. k, cf. e.g. Hilaku = KCXucr|s)» 
for the Urart. h cf. e.g. Ahuriani = Arm. Axurean, Halitu = Arm. Xaltik 4 (Gk. 
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XaXfiatoi). Thus, the Hittite and Urartian cuneiform h in Haiti/ Hate would cor¬ 
respond to lxL According to linguistic reconstruction, Proto-Armenian would have 
had the sound /x/before 12th century B.C. (Djahukian 1987: 25,228, 346). 

However, in Armenian there are cases of correspondence of the cuneiform h with 
both Ixl and /hi. According to John A.C. Greppin, who has especially examined this 
problem, if there is a correspondence between the Hittite h and the Armenian h, then 
the words have a common origin (and Arm. h and Hitt.h are derived from the Indo- 
European laryngeals); if there is a correspondence between the Hittite and Hurro- 
Urartian h and the Armenian x, then the Armenian words are borrowed (Greppin 
1995). If that is the case. Hay is not borrowed from the cuneiform Hat(t)i/e. There 
are only some theoretical possibilities left: e.g. in an Urartian dialect Hate was 
pronounced Hate, 9 and Arm. *Hat ‘iyo- was derived from that dialectal form. 

Diakonoff himself notes the doubtfulness of the equalization of the cuneiform h 
and Armenian fhi, especially as an argument brought against the Hay < Hayasa ety¬ 
mology, which betrays bias on his part (Diakonoff 1984: 113,191, n. 52; van Loon 
1987: 231). However, he writes in his monograph: 

Because of the linguistic uncertainty, the derivation of the term Hayk 1 from 
Hate, although most probable, cannot be considered to be conclusively 
proven .. . and therefore, other etymologies are also possible (Diakonoff 
1984: 201, n. 120). 

Numerous times he tried to clarify his position, which indicated that he himself 
was not certain of it (Diakonoff 1968:211,236-237, n. 119; Diakonoff 1981: 55, n. 
98; Diakonoff 1983a: 172; Diakonoff 2005: 278). 

After the fall of the Hittite empire the term Hatti appears in Assyrian and 
Babylonian sources as the name of “late-Hittite” lands to the west and southwest of 
the Upper Euphrates (usually from North Syria to the west of the Armenian High¬ 
land, though sometimes it has also been the designation of southern Syria). Hate of 
the Urartian sources is not the alleged Proto-Armenian *hat ‘iyo-, but one of the late 
Hittite lands, Luw. Melid, Urart. Melt tea (modem Malatya). The history of these 
lands ends in 708 B.C., with the downfall of Kummuh (= Gk. Kommagene). Hatti/ 
Hate was an appellation used by foreigners which never occurred in the records of 
die “Hatti lands” themselves. The population of this area was diverse: Hittite- 
Luwian, Human, West Semitic, and the term Hatti appears to be used rather geo¬ 
graphically than ethnically or linguistically (Hawkins 1957-71: 152). 

According to Diakonoff, the MuSkian Proto-Armenians, as one of the peoples 
which populated that land (like the Urumeans and the ApiSlaians, the “troops of the 
Hatti land”), were probably called Hate by the Urartians and later made this term 
their self-appellation by adding the *-(i)yo- suffix to Hate. However, there is no 
evidence of the presence of the “Eastern MuSkians” to the west of the Upper 
Euphrates. Furthermore, in the records of the Urartian king Rusa II (685-645 B.C.) 
the land MuSkini along with Hate and some other lands is mentioned (Arutyunyan 
2001:516; Salvini2001,258,261). Diakonoff and some others identify Muskini with 


9 In one inscription the name of the supreme god of Urartu, Haldi, is rendered as Aldi (= Haldi?), 
which has been considered as a dialectal form, see Melikishvili I960: 84,86; Arutyunyan2001; 476. 
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Phrygia. Nevertheless, Muskini is listed between Hate and Halitu (the latter is iden¬ 
tified with Arm. Xaitik *, Gk. XaXSatoi to the northwest of the Armenian Highland, 
in Pontus), and may be localized not far from those lands, somewhere in the west of 
the Armenian Highland (Arutyunyan 1985:146-147; £ilingiroglu and Salvini 2001: 
20; Salvini 2001a: 266). 10 As has been noted. Hate represents the region of Malatya, 
and not the alleged *hat ‘iyo- ‘Proto-Armenians.’ If in the middle of the 7th century 
B.C. a tribe was still called Muski- in Urar tian and was c ontr asted with Hate . then it 
could have not been called Hate (and later by a derivative of Hate) anymore, as the 
Hatti/ Hate lands had already vanished and Urartu would follow soon. 

DiakonofTs hypothesis identifying the “Eastern MuSkians” as Proto-Armenian 
newcomers from the Balkans is based on the identity of the ethnonym Musku with 
the Assyrian appelation of the Phrygians (Assyrian sources of the end of the 8th 
century B.C. mention the MuSku king Mita, who is identified with the Phrygian king 
Midas). This is nothing but a speculative assumption, as there is no evidence of the 
language of the MuSkians. Moreover, there are other hypotheses on the “Eastern 
Mu§kians,” whose ethnonym seems to be preserved in Gk. Moctxol and Georgian 
Mesxi: e.g. they could have been early inhabitants of the Armenian Highland or a 
neighboring area, who later constituted a part of the Phrygians and gave them their 
own name (for the Mu§kians see Mellink 1965; Sevin 1991: 96-97; Kosyan 1997; 
Kosyan 1999a: 162-167, with bibliography; Kosyan 2002; Khazaradze 2002; 
Petrosyan 2002: 139 ff., 152 ff.; Petrosyan 2006: 56 ff.). 

DiakonofTs localization of “Primary Armenia” is also questionable. According 
to him, the ancient legends consider the “basin of Upper Euphrates” as the Armenian 
homeland. This is what the researchers have thought, while the Armenian legend 
localizes the domain ofthe patriarch Hayk to the north of Lake Van, in the areaofthe 
Arsania’s (Eastern Euphrates, Murat-su) upper streams in the district of Hark‘. Only 
Strabo’s legend considers the area of the (Western) Euphrates’ most upper streams 
(Gk. Akilisene) as the Armenians’ primary territory. DiakonofF, as a result of poor 
knowledge of the Armenian data, confounds these two territories (DiakonofF 1984: 
115,192, n. 61). The straight-line distance between the centers of these districts— 
Manazkert and Erznka (Turk. Malazgirt and Erzincan)—is 240 km. (148.8 miles)! 
Both these districts are located very far from Hate-Malatya (370 km. [229.4 miles] 
from Manazkert and 170 km. [105.4 miles] from Erznka), where, according to the 
author, the Proto-Armenian “Eastern Musicians” should have adopted their “Hittite” 
ethnonym. 

Diakonoff considers the lands of ISua and Alzi as the country of the “Eastern 
MuSkians” and views the area lying from Subriato the basin of the Upper Euphrates 
on both sides of the river, i.e. Pahhuwa, Zuhma, Tegarama, Iguwa, Maldia, and Alzi 
of Hittite sources and Arme (Subria) of Urartian sources, as the territory where the 
Mu§kian-Proto-Armenians spread out (i.e. historical Sophene/ Cop‘k‘ and its neigh¬ 
boring areas). The prototypes ofthe ethnonyms Hay , Armen , and Somexi (Georg. 
“Armenian”) are seen in die toponyms Hatti, Arme and Suhmu located in this area. 


10 According to A. Kosyan, it seems unlikely that, prior to its downfall, Urartu would raid the 
depths of Asia Minor through the powerful realm of Melid and bring back captives from Phrygia 
(Kosyan 1999:247,250). The name ofthe city of MuS (Turk. Mu§) to the west of Lake Van maybe 
derived from the ethnonym of the MuSkians (Diakonoff 1984: 195, n. 87), which leads to the 
localization of MuSkini in Subria (Petrosyan 2002: 142). 
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Nonetheless, as we have seen, the Haiti > Hay etymology is highly hypothetical, the 
connection between Suhmu and Somexi is unacceptable (Djahukian 1987:288), and 
moreover, Arme is situated very far from Cop‘k‘ and the basin of the Upper 
Euphrates. The fact that Diakonoff does not mention Hayasa, to the north of Cop‘k‘, 
exactly in ‘*the basin of Upper Euphrates” betrays his bias against the Hayasa 
hypothesis. 

The weakest point of Diakonoffs theory is that he does not present names from 
this hypothetical broad cradle of the Armenians and its neighboring territory that can 
be etymologized in Armenian more or less reliably. From the data of that period the 
only valid argument of people's ethnic origins can be the linguistic affiliation of their 
personal names. As Diakonoff has pointed out, in the pre-Achaemenian ancient 
Orient there were only local community cults. “Confessional” names were not in use 
and personal names usually had some specific well-wishing meaning in a person’s 
native language and in connection with his/her local cult (Diakonoff 1984: 203, n. 
135). Among the personal names of this area none have an Armenian appearance. 
According to onomastic and historical data the region was populated by the Humans 
and uiiiViuiU since the second half of the second rnillenmum 6.0. Until the 8th 
century B.C., the names of the rulers of the Upper Euphrates’ right bank, including 
Melitea-Melid, were primarily Luwian, 11 while in areas southwest of Lake Van they 
were Human. Later, to the west of the Euphrates there appeared a few new names 
that would have been connected with a new ethnic unit. Some of them are com¬ 
parable with Phrygian names known from Greek legends. 12 

While writing about the difficulty in identifying the Armenian element in the 
names of the territory marked out as the earliest Armenian lands, Diakonoff mentions 
that local onomastics is incomplete and theoretically it is possible that the Armenians 
also bore Human and Luwian personal names (Diakonoff 1984:124,129-130,197- 
198, n. 106,203, n. 13 5). However, the Urartian onomastics is incomplete elsewhere 
and the same speculative assumption may be admitted for the personal names of the 
other regions of Urartu. At the same time he adduces a few names which, again 
theoretically, can be of Armenian origin or have an Armenian part (Diakonoff 1981, 
58-60,n. 115;Diakonoff 1983a: 164-165,n. 53,170,n. 65;Diakonoff 1992: 51-52). 
Nevertheless, these etymologies are speculative and absolutely unconvincing. 13 

The newcomers would have probably formed the ruling elite of the population. 
However, nowhere in Urartu are the non-Armenian origins of the personal names of 
the local governors so evident than in this alleged area of “Primary Armenia.” 
Obviously, the governors, whose names were Luwian or Human, would have had 
respective Luwian or Human origins. There is also no objective (i.e. linguistic) basis 
for attributing an Armenian origin to the 6,600 settlers of Erebuni (for their probable 
Luwian origin see Melikishvili 1958; Petrosyan 2006: 31 ff.; Tiratsyan 2006). To 


11 For the etymologies of approximately200 names of the rulers of the post-Hittite “Hatti lands,” 
the overwhelming majority of which are apparently Luwian, see Kosyan 1994:88-97 (there are also 
approximately 10 Human, one Semitic, and several Phrygian and unidentified names). 

12 Those new names are: Kurds/ Gurdt, Mitas, Asku(i)s, I$(ik)kallu, Mugallu, from which the first 
three are compared with Phryg. Gordios, Midas, Askanius, while the others remain obscure. 

13 Thus, I5(ik)kallu is interpreted as Arm. *hskeal, *hskawf, cf. (h)skem “to work, fag, watch” of 
obscure (Hitttite?) origin (suggestion of A. Perikhanyan); the ending of the toponym TumeiSki, as well 
as of the ethnonym MuSku/i is identified with the Armenian plural marker k‘. Such arbitrary 
interpretations of a few sporadic names cannot be regarded as serious. Note that many more probable 
if not obvious Armenian names can be found in Urartu elsewhere (see above). 
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sum up, the theoiy of the Armenian origin of the population of this region does not 
have objective arguments. 

If that is the case, where have the Armenians been hidden? There is no other way 
to identify the Proto-Armenian speakers in any area, but to display believable Proto- 
Armenian names. A strong argument in favor of DiakonofTs theory could have been 
the above-mentioned Proto-Armenian etymologies of the river names Arsania and 
MeJia-ini, However, as we will see. these names could have been derived from the 
language of the migrants from HayaSa and/or the eastern territories of the Armenian 
Highland and hence considered as arguments for not only DiakonofTs but also for 
the following two hypotheses. 

At the beginning of the Iron Age (12th century B.C.) in the territories lying to the 
east of the Upper Euphrates (historical Cop‘k‘) new archaeological evidence appears 
that essentially differs from the previous period and can be characterized by the 
peculiar pottery of “Transcaucasian*’ type. Moreover, the local old archeological 
monuments have all been destroyed by fire. The Late Bronze Age culture vanishes 
entirely and is replaced by a new one. On the other hand, on the western bank of the 
Euphrates, in Malatya, the previous (Hittite) period culture continues; the new pottery 
that has flooded the eastern bank appears in the west later (the 8th century B.C,). This 
could be connected with the invasion of the “Eastern MuSkians” and die tribes ac¬ 
companying them (Sevin 1991:96-97). As we have seen, the Assyrian sources call 
some of these invaders (except the MuSkians) “troops of the Hatti land,” thus attrib¬ 
uting to them a western origin, which seems to contradict the eastern (“Trans¬ 
caucasian”) associations of the newly appeared pottery. According to A. Kosyan’s 
detailed discussion, the only plausible assumption which will fit these two sources 
(Assyrian and archaeological) is a location of the MuSkians and others before their 
migrations in the area which in some earlier date was under Hittite political 
influence, i.e. the region of HayaSa (Kosyan 1997; Kosyan 1999a: 160-162, with 
bibliography). 

According to P.S. Avetisyan, the assortment of the new pottery that appeared in 
the west of the Highland at the beginning of the Iron Age “by its morphological 
characteristics is literally identical” with the assortment of the area of the present-day 
Republic of Armenia of the previous epoch (last stages of the Late Bronze Age). 
Moreover, there is every reason to believe that during the 13th-12th centuries B.C. 
the population in some regions of present-day Armenia had abruptly decreased. 
Hence, this movement could have originated from the territory of present-day 
Armenia (Avetisyan 2004). These interpretations of the archaeological data exclude 
the immigration of the “Eastern MuSkians” from the Balkans and their settlement in 
Hate-Malatya. 

Thus, the main points of DiakonofTs theory have strong counterarguments. The 
Hay > Haiti etymology remained doubtful even for Diakonoff. The Musku/i- 
Moschoi probably played an important role in the prehistory of Armenia and Georgia, 
although their identification with the Proto-Armenians is speculative and in¬ 
defensible. As concerns the prehistory of Armenia, elaboration of the problem, and 
theoretical theses, DiakonofTs works maintain their value. 

The IjayaSa Hypothesis 

The ethnonym Hay is connected with the ethno-toponym Hayasa (Haiasa, 
H aj asa, /Xay asa/) attested i n Hittite sources. The ending ^(q)£a is considered a suffix. 
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This kingdom, or, to be more exact, the western part of this kingdom, was also 
known as Azzi. Haya§a-Azzi was the most significant state of the Armenian High¬ 
land in the second millennium B.C. (mentioned in the 14th-13th centuries). It 
included some territories of Lesser and Greater Armenias, especially the area of the 
upper streams and headwaters of the Euphrates. The HayaSahypothesis has been sup¬ 
ported by the overwhelming majority of the specialists familiar with the problem, as 
well as numerous distinguished scholars who have touched upon it. Norayr A. 
Martirosean (1924) was the first to express an opinion on the HayaSa-Zfoy asso¬ 
ciation, followed by Karl Roth (1927), Grigori Kapantsian (1931-33), Paul 
Kretschmer (1932), A. Khach'atryan (1933), et al. Kapantsian has presented this 
hypothesis as a monograph (Kapantsian 1947). Among the supporters of this 
hypothesis, in its various formulations, one can mention such authorities as Manan- 
dyan, Piotrovskii, G.A. Melikishvili, Eremyan, Vladimir Georgiev, Banateanu, Cyril 
Toumanoff, Djahukian, Charles Burney, David Marshall Lang, Ivanov, T. 
Gamkrelidze, G. Sargsyari. 4 Diakonoffwas the only celebrated expert familiar with 
the problem who did not accept this viewpoint. 

The most complete work on theHayasa hypothesis remains Kapantsian’s mono¬ 
graph I lay as a—Cradle of Armenians. Kapantsian was exceptionally knowledgeable 
in the history, languages and cultures of Armenia and neighboring ancient and 
contemporary peoples, however he was also a follower of N. Marr and had 
unacceptable views in linguistics. This substantially weakens and in some points 
devalues his work. He considered Armenian the successor of the Hayasan language, 
but denied the essential role of the Indo-European succession in it. He etymologized 
the place, personal, and deity names of HayaSa mainly from Human and, to a lesser 
degree, other ancient, mainly non-Indo-European languages of the region. From a 
correct linguistic standpoint these interpretations can be regarded as proof of 
Ijaya^a’s non-Armenian nature (Banateanu 3961:105-206; Djahukian 1961:354- 
356; Djahukian 1987: 322-323; Diakonoff 1984:114). 

Scholars of the next generation have accepted the Hay-HayaSa link based on a 
correct methodological basis (not questioning the Indo-European nature of the 
Armenian language). Some have considered Hayasan as a local language different 
from Armenian, others as the predecessor of Armenian, although without bringing 
satisfactory and convincing linguistic arguments. Some have j uxtaposed the Hayasan 
and Balkanic standpoints, assuming that the Armenians, after coming from the 
Balkans, adopted their ethnonym from the aborigines of Hayasa (Manandyan, 
Toumanoff, Djahukian, Burney and Lang, et al.). 

The works of Djahukian have played a significant role in the development and 
outreach of this hypothesis. Accepting Hayasa* s essential role in the process of 
development of the Armenian people, Djahukian, based on an examination of the 
available onomastic data, initially considered Hayasan as an Anatolian, i.e. Indo- 
European, though not Armenian, language. He localized the Proto-Armenians in the 
Balkan Peninsula until the 12th century B.C., when along with the Phrygians, they 


w Manandyan 1944:32-33; Manandyan 1956; Piotrovskii 1945:25-26; Piotrovskii 1946:33-35; 
Melikishvili 1954:85,418; Eremyan 1958; Georgiev 1958:71; Georgiev 1960:39; BanSteanu 1961; 
Djahukian 1961; Djahukian 1988a; Toumanoff 1963:59; Burney and Lang 1971:179; Ivanov 1983: 
30-33; Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1984:913; G. Sargsyan 1988:51*52; G. Sargsyan 1992. TheHayasa 
hypothesis has also been embraced by many other scholars, see Barseghyan 1996:156 ff. 
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moved to the east of Asia Minor, where they merged with the Hayasans, Luwians, 
Urartians and other local tribes (Djahukian 1961; Djahukian 1967: 331-332; 
Djahukian 1976; Djahukian 1987,282-285,322-341). However, in 1987 he changed 
his opinion and suggesting Armenian etymologies for some Hayasan names joined 
those who considered Hayasan as Proto-Armenian (Djahukian 1988a; Djahukian 
1990; Djahukian 1992a: 46-53). 

Following are two more versions of the hypothesis: 

a) Some scholars link the ethnonym Hay with the Balkanic tribe TTaLO^e? (based 
on the *p- > h- change in Armenian), which is mentioned among the tribes 
fighting against the Greeks at Troy. Georgiev, proceeding from the assumption 
that the Paiones have a Phrygian origin, has interpreted their ethnonym from the 
Indo-European *pow- “little, small” (from the protoform *pawyon-). This tribe 
could have migrated into Asia Minor and established Hayasa. Notably, the name 
of Lesser Armenia calls to mind the presumed meaning of the ethnonym “little, 
small” (Georgiev 1958: 171; Georgiev 1960: 39). Even though G. Djahukian 
regards this view as improbable, he still adduces die word hay "little, small” in 
the medieval dictionary of Eremia of Melri as a supporting argument (Djahukian 
1961:386-387; Djahukian 1987:283). L.A. Gindin, based on Oleg Trubachev’s 
interpretation of the Paiones , considers it possible that they were the predecessors 
of the Armenians, who in the 15th century B.C. passed through Troy and 
established Hayasa (Gindin 1993: 82-85, cf. Trubachev 2003:162-163). 

b) Certain names taken from the earliest cuneiform sources that are similar to the 
ethnonym Hay have been associated with the Hayasa hypothesis. Ivanov adduces 
the onomastic element Ha-a (possible pronunciation: haya) known from the third 
millenium B.C. inscriptions of Eblaand Mesopotamia. It appears along with the 
names Armi and Azi (cf, Ajme/Unne and Azzi in the Armenian Highland), 
which may substantiate this assumption (Ivanov 1983: 30-33). 

According to Artak Movsisyan, the ethnonym Hay may be connected with the 
Sumerian HA. A, one of the Sumerian denominations of the land 5/Subur / Subari 
(Sumer. SU.BUR, SU.BUR, SU.BIR, SU, SU.A , Akkad. Subartu, Subartum, Subari), 
which embraces the territory of Northern Mesopotamia and the southern parts of the 
Armenian Highland. Furthermore, Aratta of the Sumerian epic texts should be 
identified with S/Subur (they both were ideographically rendered as SU.KUR.RU). 
The name of the eponymous ancestor Hayk is comparable with that of the Akkadian 
god IJaya/ Ea (Sumer. Enki). who has been portrayed with the rivers Euphrates and 
Tigris flowing from his shoulders and should be localized in the region of their 
springs, i.e. in the Armenian Highland. The name Subur / Subari has been preserved 
in the Assyrian name of the land Subria to the southwest of Lake Van, mentioned in 
the 1 lth-7th centuries B.C., whereas the latter has been called Arme (and its eastern 
part Urme) in Urartian sources. Thus, the names of S/Subur are comparable with the 
Armenian ethnonyms Hay and Armen , and the inhabitants of Subur and Aratta may 
be identified as Proto-Armenians (Movsisyan 2000: 7-8, 36-38, 40-47). 

Kapantsian represented the transition Hayasa-Armenia, which was interrupted by 
the Urartian period, as follows. The collapse of the Hittite Empire resulted in the 
consolidation of Hayasa. An ethnic advancement of Hayasan-Armenians from 
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Hayasa towards Malatya, and, consequently, the occupation of all territories of Lesser 
Armenia, is assumed. The local population merged with the Armenians. At the end 
of the 7th century B.C. they started to advance southeast from Malatya to Cop‘k\ 
then towards Aljnik‘ and farther southeast. In the 6th century B.C., because of the 
strong opposition of the local tribes and the Persian state they started settling in the 
western territories of Urartu and ultimately appropriate the whole Highland. There 
had also been a movement to the east from Hayasa, as a result of which the Ararat 
valley became Armenized in the 4th century B.C. Kapantsian compares the move¬ 
ments of the Armenians from the southern parts of Urartu to the north with the 
legends of Hayk and his son Aramaneak. These legends are considered reflections of 
historical movements of the Armenians in the late Urartian period (Kapantsian 1947: 
123 ff., 155 ff.). 

This problem has also been developed in the works of other authors (Manandyan, 
Eremyan, G. Sargsyan and others). Many of them have tried to reconcile the existing 
viewpoints. Manandyan, following Markwart, considered the Arimoi of Homer as 
the speakers of Proto-Armenian. He localized Hayasa in the area of Lake Van, hence 
identifying it with Hark*, the domain of Hayk. Eremyan identified the Proto- 
Armenian-Arimoi with the Urumeans, who have been called Hay by the name of 
Hayasa. Both authors have dated the occupation of the main territories of Gretaer 
Armenia by the Armenians around post-Urartian times. 

G. Sargsyan also does not stray too far from the theses of previous researchers. 
He notes that the experts (Kapantsian, Eremyan, Piotrovskii, Diakonoff, Melikishvili 
and others) distinguish the valley of the upper reaches of the Euphrates as the primary 
cradle of the formation of the Armenian people in the second half of the second 
millennium B.C. This is the area mentioned by Diakonoff, plus the territory of 
Hayasa. This area, i.e. Hayasa and the “late-Hittite” kingdoms, was “ethnically 
sa turated wit), the * Armenian element.” The Armenians came to Hayk’s cradle Hark' 
through Malatya and its neighboring lands. The evidence of this is the representation 
of Hayk as T'orgom’s son (the latter is the eponym of the Biblical “house of 
T‘orgom,” i.e. Cappadocia). In the 12th century B.C. the Urumeans (with whom the 
ethnonym Armen is connected) and the MuSki conquer the southwestern parts of the 
Armenian Highland. As a result there arises a huge Armenian “ethno-Hnguistic 
mass,” stretching to the center of the Highland and being mentioned by various 
names. These masses were in conflict with Urartu. The Mu§ valley (Taron) and the 
country of Urme are considered the boiling point of the collision, the “bastion of the 
Armenian ethno-linguistic mass.” The existence of the Armenian islets in the east of 
the H ighland also cannot be excluded, from which the 6,600 captives resettled in 
Erebuni by ArgiSti I are mentioned. The movement of Hayk from Babylon to Hark* 
is to be regarded as the biblicized version of the original legend reflecting the 
historical movement of the Armenians from Cappadocia to Hark* (created in the 
second half of the second millennium—the beginning of the first millennium B.C.). 
The assumption of the eastern regions of the Highland by the successors of Hayk is 
dated by the historical events of the 8th-6th centuries B.C. Thus the formation of the 
Armenian nation ends (G. Sargsyan 1988; G. Sargsyan 1992). 

This reconstruction, like its predecessors, is mainly speculative. There is no 
linguistic or other real evidence for considering the late-Hittite kingdoms and the 
neighboring countries in the east (which, except for the western part of Cop‘k\ can 
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hardly be regarded as “late Hittite”) as “saturated” with an Armenian element, Taron 
and Urme as an Armenian “bastion,” and the language of the resettlers of Erebuni as 
Armenian. If such evidence did exist, then problem of the Armenian ethnogenesis 
would be much closer to its solution. 

There are several strong arguments supporting the Hayasa hypothesis: 

a) The localization of Havasa-Azzi in die primary territories of Lesser Armenia 
Mucpd ‘Appevta, Armenia Minor, Arm. P ‘ok‘r Hayk\ the area of the upper 
flows of the Euphrates, Corox, Gayl and Halis rivers) is suggestive. This term is 
first attested in Greek sources (since the 3rd century B.C.), however it can imply 
earlier ideas. The epithet “greater, major” was usually given to the late, 
secondarily subdued lands, while the primary homelands were labeled as Tittle, 
lesser, minor’, e.g. Lesser Phrygia, Lesser Poland, Lesser Russia (Trubachev 
2003:165-166, cf. Kapantsian 1947:234; nonetheless cf. also “Little Armenia” 
used for Cilicia, Armenized in the Middle Ages, or an area in modem Holly¬ 
wood). 

b) According to the Greek legend, the Argonaut Armenos initially settled in 
Akilisene, i.e. Arm. Ekeleac‘ district and surroundings, which has been regarded 
as the core area of former Azzi-Hayasa. 

c) The land to which the Argonauts set off is called Ala (Aia) in ancient sources. 
This term can be juxtaposed with HayaSa (Toumanoff 1963: 57-58, with earlier 
bibliography; Petrosyan 1997: 65-69; Petrosyan 2002: 44) and regarded as an 
argument for the pronunciation /Hayasa/ rather than /Xayasa/; if so, this ethno- 
toponym has only been transcribed as HayaSa in Hittite cuneiform writing. 

d) The main temples of the majority of the Armenian pre-Christian 
gods—Aramazd, Anahit, Mihr, Nane, and BarSamin—were concentrated in the 
area of Akilisene (the districts of DaranaJi ; Ekeleac 1 . and Deri an). 

e) Armenos, as an Armenian eponym, corresponds to the pari arch Aram, who, on 
the other hand, could eponymize the Urumeans. As we have seen, the initial 
territory of this tribe could have been in Hayasa. 

The weak points are: 

a) the identification of the cuneiform h as /h/; 

b) the cuneiform Haya- instead of the anticipated cuneiform Ayu (= *Hayo)\ 

c) the suffix -(a)sa was not widespread in the region; 

d) the Proto-Armenian element is not evident in the onomastics of Hayasa: 

e) the primary territories of Hayasa do not play a role and are not even mentioned 
in the legends of the Armenian ethnogenesis; and 

f) the absence of ethno-toponyms comparable with HayaSa after the Hittite 
epoch. 

Despite its apparent similitude the correspondence of the sound /h/ with the 
cuneiform h in the Hay < Haiti and Hay < Hayasa etymologies is not identical. In 
the first case the ethnonym Hay is considered borrowed from Haiti, while in the 
second it is the ethnonym Hay , foreign for the Hittites, that is considered to be 
presented in the cuneiform writing as ffoy~ (in the first case the foreign lx/ is 
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assumed to be reflected in Armenian as /h/, while in the second the Proto-Armenian 
/h/ is assumed to be presented in the cuneiform writing as /x/). As has been said, 
according to Greppin, in the Armenian-Hittite parallels the correspondence of the 
Armenian h and die Hittite h hints at a common Indo-European origin. HayaSa is not 
a Hittite word, but the name of a country foreign to the Hittites, so this approach is 
not applicable here. Nevertheless, we can note that if Hay and Hayasa /Xayasa/ are 
5 omehow connected with each other, then it is the Hittite HayaSa that originates from 
the local, possibly Armenian, Hay. 

The land Aia later has been identified with Colchis (in late sources Aia is a city 
located on the river Rion). Early Colchis, Urart. Qulha, attested in the 8th century 
B.C., was located in the basin of the Corox (Turk. £oruh) River (Melikishvili 1962), 
and thus overlapped the territory of former Hayasa. Therefore, Aia may be equated 
with Hayasa. The legend of the Argonauts and the land Aia are dated to the 
generation prior to the war of Troy (13th century B.C.), which is the period of 
Hayasa* s existence. Thus, notwithstanding the skepticism of some scholars, the 
mythical Aia really could correspond to the terrestrial Hayasa (can such a similarity 
between two names of the same territory dated to the same period be coincidental?). 
A comparison of the Hittite Hayasa and the Greek Aia shows that the stem of this 
country name would be Hay. The ethnonym Hay is restored as *Hayo- y however, as 
mentioned above, the -o ending could have been added at a later stage of 
development. Is it not possible that Haya- was a toponym derived from the ethnonym 
Hay (with the suffix *~ya), further suffixed with the Anatolian -Sat In any event, it 
is more probable that the foreign /h/ was communicated as the cuneiform h, than that 
the foreign sound /x/ was perceived as the sound /h/ in earliest Armenian. 

In this hypothesis the Armenian ethnos does not appear in the Urartian records 
by its name. In the ocean of the Urartian onomastics there are no names that contain 
the element hay (a)- (Hayasa is not recalled after the Hittite period; in its place the 
Urartian sources mention the kingdom of Diauhi). Also, there is no information in 
the Urartian sources that would hint at the conquest of the Highland by the people of 
Hayasa. The absence of historically recorded succession from Hayasa to post- 
Urartian Armenia is considered one of the primary important bases for negating the 
Hayasa hypothesis (Diakonoff 1983a: 172; Diakonoff 1984: 113). This is the main 
reason for G. Sargsyan’s historical interpretation of this hypothesis being in some 
points almost identical with Diakonoffs theory (except the including of Hayasa in 
the territory of the primary cradle of the formation of the Armenian people). This, of 
course, does not mean that there are no other possibilities. In his works G. Djahukian 
has proposed an alternative standpoint on the Hayasa-Hayk transition based on 
onomastic evidence, which, regrettably, has not been discussed in a historical 
context. 15 

As has been noted, the localization of the domain of the forefather Hayk to the 
north of Lake Van in the district of Hark* cannot be explained mythologically, but 
could have a historical basis. The Hayasa-Hayk* succession would be acceptable if 


15 Adducing some parallels between the onomastics of Hayasa and other regions of Armenia, 
attested in Urartian times (Azzi-’Aza, Huggana-Huka, Baltaik-Baltulhi, Arhita-Artji, Amiya-Ama, 
Duqqama-Duqama, Halimana-Ulmania, Elamunia,Alamun, Parraya-Parra) the author assumes that 
there could have been a movement from Hayasa to the south and east up to the south of Lake Urmia, 
see e.g. Djahukian 1988:159-161. For a criticism of this view, see Diakonoff 1984: 191, n. 50. 
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Hayasa included the territory ofHayk’s domain. Several arguments in support of this 
thesis may be adduced. 

a) One of Hayasa’s cities has been situated on the shore of the sea, which, 
according to some researchers, could have been Lake Van (Forrer 1931:17-18; 
Manandyan 1956:99 f.; Haas 1986:23; Kosyan2004,38-39). However, there is 
no reliable data and any localization is very conjectural. 

b) The Hayasan toponym Arhita may correspond with the Urartian Arhi located 
not far from MuS (Djahukian 1964: 19). 16 G. Sargsyan identifies the latter with 
Arm. Hark*, the domain of the forefather Hayk. 

One of the essential weak points of this hypothesis, like in the previous one, is 
the absence of names reliably etymologized from (Proto-) Armenian in the supposed 
primary territories of the Proto-Armenians. It has been noted that the Hayasan names 
are few in number. Furthermore, while the names derived from any language are 
indicative of the presence of that language in a country, the absence of such names 
cannot be considered as a proof of the absence of the language; e.g. in late Hittite 
onomastics the Hittite element is insignificant (Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1984:913). 
Djahukian has tried to fill this gap in his later works, yet nevertheless the suggested 
Armenian etymologies of the names of Hayasa (especially of the personal names) are 
speculative and disputable, 17 whereas there are names that seem to have apparent 
Anatolian and Balkanic parallels.* 8 The Armenian etymologies suggested by other 
authors are more questionable. 

It is necessary to give special consideration to the theory of the Armenization of 
the west of the Upper Euphrates. The idea that the Armenians had a cradle some¬ 
where in southern Cappadocia, to the west of Malatya (e.g. at Mt. Argaeus), for a 
long time has been the point of departure of researchers. This approach has been 
dominant not only in the circles of the supporters of Markwart and Diakonoff, but 
also of the Hayasa hypothesis (Kapantsian, Manandyan, Eremyan, and G. Sargsyan), 
who also take the Proto-Armenians from Hayasa to Cappadocia, the region of 
Malatya, and only then to Greater Armenia (see especially Diakonoff 1981; G. 


16 Note that this may be regarded as an argument for the chronology of the Armenian change *t > 
y (Arfyita > Arffiya > Ar^io), which, in this case, could be dated from the last epoch of the Hittite 
Empire to the formation of Urartu (13th-9th century B.C.), which is important for the Hatti hypothesis 

" Here I represent some examples from Djahukian 1990: 26-27: toponyms: HayaSa - Arm. Hay 
“Armenian” (< *poti- “master”), Azzi - az- “dry,” Ingalawa - ankal" to receive,” or ang/ “vulture,” 
Arziyaarc- “white, bright,” Lafcirfcila - hiwI/xuP “hut”; acthmponyms: AiSiya= aye-/ “goat,” An iy a 
- hani “grandmother, ancestor,” Mariya - mari “she-bird”; theonyms: Terittitunni - *erttun “three¬ 
tailed,” Silili[...] -siki “lover.” Unfortunately, it is impossible to consider these etymologies in this 
article, however, I would like to make a few remarks: the Hay < *poti- etymology may support the 
Etiunian hypothesis as well (see below); the correspondence of the Hittite cuneiform £ (= s) and Arm. 
c, zz (= ts) and z, i and u are doubtful; Terittitunni is reminiscent of Balkanic theonyms (cf. Gk. 
Tptrajt/, TlGov6s\ Titu6s, TitcEws-); Silili- is a conjectural reading (only the Si-il- fragment is 
preserved); the localization of Arziya in Hayasa is questionable (for updated localizations and readings 
see Kosyan 2004; Kosyan2005). All of the etymologies are arbitrary, because we do not have any data 
for the interpretation of names. This does not diminish the value of Djahukian’s work, but emphasizes 
the hypothetical character of such etymologies. 

18 HuggannaS is comparable to Lycian ;puga- "grandfather;” while MidaS (a 15th century chieftain 
of the region of Hayasa) and KaranniS may be compared with the legendary kings of Macedonia Midas 
and Karanoe (Petrosyan 1997: 82-86; Petrosyan 154, n. 523). 
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Sargsyan 1992; Kosyan 1998). However, as we have seen, in Malatya and in the 
neighboring western areas no traces of the Proto-Armenians have been discovered, 
while in the legends of the Haykids those territories are not mentioned until the 
patriarch Aram’s mythical victory near Mt. Argaeus in Cappadocia. 

“First Armenia” is the name of a Roman province in Capadocia, created in the 
4th century A.D. and there is no real basis to regard it as a reminiscence of prehistoric 
times. Hack’s patronymic Porgom has been brought forward to confirm the Cappa¬ 
docian origins of the Armenians. Porgom eponymizes the Biblical Beth Togarmah, 
Arm. Tun T'orgomay “Porgom’s house” (Hebr. Twgrmh, Tgrmh, Trgmh ; Gk. 
©opyapd, ©aipyapd, Otpyapd), which corresponds to Assyr. Tegarama, Hitt. 
Te/akarama y Luw. Lakarama located to the west of Malatya. Torgom is a 
descendant of Gomer/Gamer, who eponymizes Cappadocia (Gen. 10.2-3; Xorenac‘i 
1.5; 1.9; 1.12; cf. Arm. Gamirk ‘ “Cappadocia”). However, the Porgomian geneal¬ 
ogy of the Armenians is a late invention. In Josephus Thogrames figures as the 
forefather of the Phrygians, while the Armenians are represented as the descendants 
of Aram’s son Oulos. For the first time Thorgama is associated with the Armenians 
in the works of the early Christian authors Hippolytus and Eusebius, in the 3rd and 
4th centuries A.D. (Adontz 1927: 190-191; Adontz 1946: 319 f.). From there this 
genealogy passes to the works of the Armenian authors: Agat‘angelos, P*avstos, 
Xorenac'i, Anonym, and others. The idea that Porgom is the Armenians’ ancestor 
could have originated from the traditional Phrygian origin of the Armenians and the 
fact that Armenia borders Cappadocia. The next step was to consider Porgom’s 
brother Ask‘anaz as the ancestor of the Armenians (for the first time in Koriwn, in 
the 5th century A.D.). 

Thus, while there is significant literature on the Armenians’ Porgomian- 
Cappadocian cradle, it is based only on a later interpretation of biblical genealogies 
and their reconciliation with the legend of Aram’s battle in Cappadocia. This is a 
result of scholars’ aspiration to prove the thesis of the western origin of the 
Armenians. Hayk’s Porgomian genealogy can also have a mythical basis: Porgom 
/ Tegarama could have been confounded with the name of the Anatolian thunder god 
Tarhu- / Tarku- (Adontz 1927:191; Petrosyan 2002: 57). It should be noted that the 
early Lesser Armenia was situated to the northwest of Greater Armenia and northern 
Cappadocia and did not include the area of Malatya and its western region. 

Concerning the comparison of the early Mesopotamian HA, A, Ha. a and Hayasa, 
even though it is not sufficiently developed it is still promising. In this case, we need 
to work out the ways in which the historical development of HA. A (Subur)- HayaSa- 
Hayk‘ could come about. 

Thus, the Hayasa hypothesis, which is widely held among specialists, also has its 
weak points and underdeveloped theses. On the one side, it seems difficult to deny 
that two such similar names—Hayasa and Hay-k‘—are connected with each other 
(other arguments in favor of the hypothesis are the localization of the followers of the 
forefather Armenos and Armenian pre-Christian temples in the region of former 
Azzi-Hayasa). On the other side, there are difficulties that make it hard to accept the 
Hayasa-Armenia succession. 


The Etiuni Hypothesis 

The ethnonym Hay is connected with the ethno-toponym Etiu- attested in 
Urartian sources of the 9th-7th centuries B.C. (presented in derivative forms: 
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KlJR Etiuni / Etiuhi “Etiunian land”). The territory of this country basically corresponds 
with the Ayrarat province of Greater Armenia (Arutyunyan 1985:262 f.). One of the 
possible prototypes of the ethnonym Hay , as we have seen, could have been *hat ‘iyo- 
from the Indo-European *poti-yo- or, if it is linguistically and historically possible, 
from Haiti. There are no cuneiform signs for the sound /o/. It has been conveyed as 
u; almost always the Urartian cuneiform u conveys /o/, and Diakonoff, in the English 
version of his book, transcribes Etiu as Etio (Diakonoff 1984; 133-134. n. 21). There 
are no cuneiform signs for the sound /h/ either, and it could have been left out. 19 The 
Urartian e probably sounded like wide /e/ or even as /ae/. This is possibly the reason 
that in Armeno-Urartian parallels in the beginning of words the Urartian e usually 
corresponds with the Armenian a (Diakonoff1958:48-49; Djahukian 1987:428,431, 
441, cf. e.g. Urart. ettri “master,” vs. Arm. awriord “maiden, master’s daughter”). It 
can be assumed that in ancient Armenian, or at least in one of its dialects, the sound 
/a/ had such a (closed) pronunciation, that it was perceived and transcribed as e/e/ae/ 
in Urartian. Hence, the Proto-Armenian *hat'i(y)o- could have been transcribed in 
Urartian as etiu (the e/a variance is common in the renderings of foreign names, cf. 
e.e. Assvr. Enzite = Arm. Aniit. Arm. Ekeleac* - Gk. ’AtaXiarivnl. 

V ^ -J ' I 1/ 

In this hypothesis, it is not obligatory to date the Armenian change of the Indo- 
European intervocalic *t > (t‘) > y after the 9th century B.C. As the ethnonym of the 
tribe dominating over a significant part of the Highland Et ‘io < *hat ‘iyo- could have 
passed to Urartian sometime long before the formation of Urartu. It could have 
remained in Urartian in this archaic form, whereas the original * hat'iyo- could al¬ 
ready have been transformed into hayo in Etiunian-Armenian in the Urartian times. 

Thus, according to this hypothesis, Armenia of the Urartian period appears in 
Urartian sources as Etiu-ni/hi. This was proposed by the present author in 1983. 

At the beginning of the first millennium B.C. Etiuni was a significant tribal 
confederation that included the central and northern regions of the Armenian 
Highland. Unfortunately, the history of Etiuni, as well as the histories of other tribal 
groups and alliances of the Highland, still awaits its author. 

Judging from the records of the Urartian kings, during their invasions the 
constituent principalities (“kingdoms”) of Etiuni were repeatedly conquered and 
destroyed, and the population taken captive. At the end of the 9th century B.C. the 
Urartian kings ISpuini and Minua mention the “kings of Etiuhi” that fought against 
Urartu. The successive Urartian kings recount their further invasions and victories 
over Etiuni. These declarations are unilateral. Only the victories and the conquests 
of the kings of Urartu are recalled. However, in some cases there appear opposing 
facts. According to one interpretation of a passage from the annals of ArgiSti I, during 
the reign of this powerful king, the Etiunians invaded Urartu and stole the astiuzi of 
the city of Ardini (to the southeast of Lake Urmia), which is interpreted as “idol, 
god” and is compared with Arm. astuac “god” (Melikishvili 1979; cf. Arutyunyan 
2001:178,180, n. 44). According to an Assyrian reconnaissance report of the times 
of Rusa I (ca. 730-710 B.C.), 

Twice the Etinaeans have made an uprising against him [i.e. Rusa I—A.P.]. 

They are causing him military loses. They have plundered him. For a third 


19 In Urartian writing the transcript of /h/ as h is doubtful, see Diakonoff 1958:42,52; Khach 1 ikyan 
1985:41. For the omission of /h f cf. e.g. the identification of the Urartian toponym Abuni with Arm. 
Haw(n)uni (Arutyunyan 1985: 9-10). 
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time they are joining up against him. Ursa [Rusa—A.P.] has come straight 
from TuruSpa [the Assyrian name of the capital of Urartu TuSpa—A.P.], 
[and] is going yet again against the Etinaeans. 

According to another Assyrian analogous text “Urartu is destroyed” and the 
“people of Etuna” are mentioned, who, apparently, destroyed the country (Saggs 
2001:117,147). There is no doubt that these “Etinaeans" and "Etunaeans" (e-ti-nt-a- 
a, e?-tu?-na-a-a, the second text is damaged) are the Etiunians, whose appellation 
is borrowed from Urartian (Grekyan, forthcoming). During this period there was no 
other country or tribe by this name that could have organized several invasions and 
destroyed such a powerful kingdom as Urartu. The variation Etina / Etuna also hints 
at this. 

As repeatedly pointed out by Diakonoff and others, the policy of resettling 
captives carried out by the kings of Van played a significant role in the process of the 
Armenization of the Armenian Highland. Many captives were taken from Etiuni, 
who, according to only partially preserved sources, widely outnumbered the captives 
brought from the West (especially the 6,600 resettlers of Erebuni, not numerous by 
Urartian standards). According to an inscription. King Minua (810-786 B.C.) took 
from Etiuni 50 alibi, i.e., half a million people (Dinfol 1976: 25-26 [misprint: fifty 
thousand]; Salvini 1980:167). It is hard to believe in the authenticity of this number; 
however, this indicates the enormous scale of confrontation between Etiuni and 
Urartu (this number of captives would have been enough to make the language of 
Etiuni dominant over the whole Armenian Highland). Minua’s successors also took 
large numbers of captives from Etiuni. Prior to the downfall of Urartu, Rusa II (c. 
685-645 B.C.) recalls Etiuni as one of the enemy / foreign countries (among which 
arc mentioned Assyria, Hatti, MuSkini, etc), from which he had resettled captives in 
the Van area (Salvini 2001: 258, 261). Etiuni was once again in conflict with the 
kingdom of Van. However, Etiuni, despite being frequently attacked by the kings of 
Van and having suffered heavy losses, was able to resist and, until the downfall of 
Urartu, maintain its non-Urartian identity. 

Ayrarat was the central province of Greater Armenia, its mainstay, its political, 
religious, and cultural center, and domain of the kings. In the ethnogonic myth, the 
forefather Hayk settles in the region of Hark 1 , but his eldest son and successor 
Aramaneak moves to Ayrarat, the Ararat valley, where the creation of Armenia (“the 
Armenian universe”) took place after Hayk. The neighboring mountains of the Ararat 
valley (Aragac, Masis, Gelam) are named after the successors of Aramaneak. The 
whole province and its central plain is called the “plain of Ara” after the last 
ethnogonic patriarch Ara the Handsome, who perished here. Thus, starting from 
mythical Aramaneak till now Ayrarat remains the center of Armenia. Almost all of 
the capital cities of Armenia were located here (Armawir, ErwandaSat, Artasat, Duin, 
Ani, Erevan, etc). 20 


30 The toponym Ayrarat and its eponyms Aramaneak and Ara bring to mind the Indo-European 
*ar(y)o- and *aryomen~, which appear as the names of Indo-European tribes, homelands, sacred 
centers and corresponding eponyms: cf. Indo-Iran. ethnonym *aryo~; homelands and sacred centers: 
Ind. ArySvarta , Avest. Airyana vaejah, (Pehl. firdn “Iran,” Old Osset. *Alani “Alans” < *aryana); 
theonyms: Hitt. Ara (< *3r-o-), Ind. Aryaman, Iran. Airyaman, Irish Eremon, Germ. Irmin, Note that 
*aryo- “friend, master, lord.” would regularly yield Aim.- ayr-, while A ramaneak / Ar am e nak ran 
represent a conflation of * ary omen- with the name of the ethnogonic patriarch Aram (Petrosyan 2002: 
83-87). 
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In the ethnogonic myth the father of Ara the Handsome, Aram, figures as the 
conqueror of the southern areas of the Armenian Highland, while his domain was the 
Ararat valley in the north (i.e. Etiuni). The mythical Aram would inevitably have 
embraced the reminiscence about the first known historic king of Urartu, Aramu. 
After Aramu the dynasty and the center of Urartu were changed (Melikishvili 1954: 
202; Salvini 1995: 35). Urartu’s next known king was Sarduri I, son of Lutipri, 
whose capital city was TuSpa (Van) to the east of Lake Van. 

Samiram-Semiramis is famous in the myths of many peoples. In Armenian 
tradition, though represented as the queen of Assyria, she figures as the eponym of 
Urartu. She is the one who established the city of Van, which has also been called 
Samiramakert ‘built by Samiram,’ and k'alak ' Samiramay, “city of Samiram,” by the 
Armenians. Van is attested as TuSpa in Urartian and was the center of the goddess 
TuSpuea, the wife of the sun god. Hence, Samiram would have assimilated the figure 
of TuSpuea. Van-TuSpa was rebuilt and established as the center of Urartu by Sarduri 
I. Even the construction of the famous irrigation canal of Van, built by King Minua, 
is ascribed to Samiram (“Samiram’s canal”). Samiram perished on the shores of Lake 
Van (Xorenae‘i 1,18; for the legends, see Abeghyan 1966:70-71). Samiram was the 
one who defeated Ara the Handsome and conquered Armenia, Ara’s country, i.e. 
Ayrarat, “plain of Ara” (note that mythological heroes frequently eponymize the 
territories where they were killed.). The legend recounts the opposition of Assyria 
and Armenia. However, taking into account the mythological nature of the legend, 
the area of Van (eponymized by the queen Samiram) and Ayrarat (eponymized by 
Ara) can be regarded as the two parties of the conflict. In Urartian terms these would 
be Biainili (“Urartu,” the area of Van) and Etiuni, respectively. 

Aramu reigned ca. 860-840 B.C., while Samiram’s historical prototype. Queen 
Sammuramat, ruled Babylon in 810-806 B.C. Thus, the conflict between Samiram 
and Ara may be regarded as the mythological reflection of Etiuni’s conquest by the 
kingdom of Van, which took place during the same period (the end of the 9th century 
B.C.). Moreover, the domain of Ara, i.e. Armenia of the time of Samiram, 
unequivocally coincides with Etiuni. 

According to the legend Ara was the seventh Haykid, i.e. Armenian, ruler in 
Ayrarat Thus the whole pre-Urartian period of Armenian history is embedded in the 
legends of these seven generations. After Ara the Armenians fall under the rule of 
Assyria and were only able to free themselves after many generations, as the result 
of the latter’s downfall (Xorenac‘i, 1.21). According to die Arab historian Masudi, 
after Samiram the Armenians for a long time ruled over the kings of Assyria (Ter- 
Ghevondyan 1965). In reality, during this period Urartu retained a dominant position 
in the region. Urartu was forgotten in the folk-memory of the peoples, and the 
contradiction of these data can be explained, if we accept that Urartu has been 
identified with Assyria in the subsequent folklore of the northerners (the Armenians) 
and with Armenia in the folklore of the southerners. 

An echo of the Armenian’s Etiunian descent seems to have survived in Xorenac‘i 
(1.20; 1.32): the Assyrian king Tewtamos sends the Armenian patriarch Zarmayr with 
an Ethiopian army to aid Troy, where he falls victim to the Hellenic daredevils 
(Zarmayr seems to be identified with Memnon of the Iliad). Why would the Ar¬ 
menian patriarch have become the captain of the Ethiopian army? It is possible that 
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Urart. Etio /et^o-/ and/or Assyr. etina/etuna somehow reached the later authors who 
confounded it with well-known Ethiopia (Petrosyan 1991:114; Petrosyan 1997:124). 

The other hypotheses do not present ethnic names comparable to their preferred 
prototypes of the Armenian ethnonym Hay in the huge corpus of the Urartian ono¬ 
mastics where even the most minor tribes of the Highland are mentioned. According 
to this hypothesis, Armenians and their land are identified with a powerful con¬ 
federation, the second ethno-political unit of the Highland next to the kingdom of 
Van (Biainili, Urartu), situated exactly in the area which figures as the center of 
Armenia both in the ethnogonic legends and in history. 

This hypothesis can explain the Urartu-Armenia transition in a simple way, as a 
result of the conflict between the northern and southern ethno-political centers of the 
Highland. After approximately two centuries of dominion by the south the hegemony 
passed to the north. The population of these two centers and even the ruling elites 
could at least partially have belonged to the same ethnic groups. The age-long 
confrontation of the kings of Van (Biainili) and Etiuni is incomparable with the 
episodic conflicts between the kings of Van and the land of Urme-Taron, emphasized 
by G. Sargsyan (and perhaps over the wars of the kings of Van with all of the western 
lands of the Highland: Arme, Urine, MuSkini, Hatti, Supani, etc.). 

This hypothesis would explain the evidence of Xenophon dated from 401 B.C. 
that one part of the country was called “Western Armenia” (Anabasis, 4.4.4). Ac¬ 
cordingly, the eastern territories, i.e. former Etiuni and surroundings could have been 
perceived as the “Essential Armenia” (G. Sargsyan 1988: 61-64). 

The authors of the other hypotheses have sought the cradle of Armenia in the 
south and in the west of the Armenian Highland. There are several subjective and 
objective reasons for this. The information provided by ancient sources concerns the 
southern and western regions of the Highland; the ethnogonic legends localize the 
first Armenian centers to the north of Lake Van or the headstream of the Euphrates; 
the main cult centers of the Armenian pre-Christian gods were also located in the 
upper flows of the Euphrates; and according to Greek authors, the Armenians came 
from the west (Phrygia). All of the serious researchers of recent times—DiakonofF, 
Djahukian, Ivanov, G. Sargsyan, et al.—have accepted the presence of the Proto- 
Armenians to the west of the Armenian Highland in pre-Urartian times. For the 
Etiuni hypothesis too there is no reason to deny the western origin of the Proto- 
Armenians (this is not an essential condition though). Nevertheless, the search for the 
Proto-Armenians in the west during the Urartian period implies that they entered the 
central and northern areas of the Highland during and/or after the existence of the 
Urartian Empire. While if we accept that the Proto-Armenians already popu! ated the 
territory of the domain of Hayk and neighboring regions before the Urartian period, 
then we can also date to pre-Urartian times the Armenization of Ayrarat, presented 
in the ethnogonic myth as the settlement of the second Armenian eponymous 
patriarch Aramaneak/ Aranenak in the Ararat valley. 

One more argument: of Hayk’s three sons it is Aramaneak who leaves his father’s 
domain and resettles in Ayrarat. The two other sons, Xor and Manawaz, stay in the 
domain of Hayk and eponymize the districts of Xorxorunik‘ and Manawazeank‘. 
This needs explanation. The eldest son of the patriarch, second eponym of the people, 
would have stayed in his father’s domain, as it happened in the case of Aramaneak’s 
successors. This discrepancy in the legend’s logic can be explained by historical 
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reasons. Hayk’s son Xof is considered the eponym of the Humans (cuneiform hurri 
= xof 9 > Arm. Xof, cf. Hebr. hari, Gk. xopafoff) (Kapantsyan 1961: 114-115; 
Djahukian 1981:55), while Manawaz, being interpreted as an Iranianized form of the 
Urartian name Minua, can be considered an Urartian eponym (Markwart 1901:162; 
Djahukian 1987: 441). The ethnogonic myth dates these events to six generations 
earlier than the patriarch Aram, who, in historical context, should be identified with 
the first king of Urartu Araiuu (mid-9th century B.C.). Thus, in spite of the 
methodological problem of the historical reconstruction on the basis of myth, 
Aramaneak’s move from his father’s domain may be interpreted as the move of the 
Proto-Armenians to Etiuni under the pressure of the Hurro-Urartians, occurring 
before King Aramu’s reign. Nevertheless, those movements lack exact chronology 
(Petrosyan 2002: 179 ff., 187). 

To sum up, we can say that according to the logic of the existing data, even if the 
ethnonym Hay is not connected with Etiuni, nevertheless, this country could have 
been the center of the Armenians as early as pre-Urartian times. 

We can point out the following arguments supporting this hypothesis: 

a) The space and time correspondence to the data of the ethnogenic legends, 
where Ayrarat and the Ararat valley are presented as the center of post-Haykid 
Armenia; 

b) The identification of the Armenians as one of the most important peoples 
among the Highland’s population in Urartian times, as opposed to other 
viewpoints, where the Armenians, inexplicably, do not appear in die vast material 
of the Urartian onomastics; 

c) The simple historical interpretation of the Urartu-Armenia transition, as the 
change of the predominant center ofthe Armenian Highland: geographically from 
south to north, ethnically from the ruling elite of Urartu to the Armenians; 

d) The evident Armenian etymology of at least one king’s name (D/Tiusini). The 
other hypotheses localizing the Armenians in the south and west of the Highland, 
do not identify even one single personal name which could be more or less 
reliably etymologized in Armenian. 

The weak points are: 

a) The form Etiu instead of Atiu; 

b) The obscurity of the chronology of the transition *t (t *) > y in Armenian; 

c) The presence of probable non-Armenian names in Etiuni, etc. 

The Subjective Factors 

Abstaining from a final conclusion let us state that these three hypotheses are 
presently circulating in scientific studies. All three are indeed hypothetical, resulting 
from the deficiency of data and the possibility of alternative interpretations. The 
hypotheses in whole are not necessarily alternative and, at least on some points, can 
be reconciled. Nevertheless, this is only a theoretical possibility and for the present 
time they should be considered as independent. 

In the spreading and estimation of these hypotheses the role of personalities has 
been significant. Diakonoff, the author of the monograph on the prehistory of the 
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Armenian people, was a world-famous orientalist, who presented and supported his 
hypothesis in numerous works, published in Armenian, Russian, and European 
languages. His monograph was translated into English and become the only guide for 
Western specialists in the study of the Armenian ethnogenesis and prehistory. Thus, 
Diakonoffs theory, even though it has never been supported in whole by other 
competent scholars, is widely referenced in various scientific works of the world. 

The Hayasa hypothesis has been criticized for its proponent Kapantsyan’s 
unacceptable linguistic approaches. In later (post-Kapantsyan) versions, it is in fact 
the only hypothesis widely accepted by competent scholars. As concerns the Etiuni 
hypothesis, it has not been discussed widely. 21 

Diakonoff and the adherents of the Hayasa hypothesis have analyzed the strengths 
and weaknesses of the two theories and have criticized and considered unlikely the 
one negated by them (Diakonoff 1968:209-213; Diakonoff 1983a: 158; Diakonoff 
1984: 106 ff.; B anateanu 1961: 107-110; Djahukian 1961: 387-388; Djahukian 
1987: 281-283; Gamkrelidze and Ivanov 1984: 913) (note that Western readers are 
well-informed about Diakonoffs ideas and his criticism of the Hayasa theory, while 
Diakonoff is criticized mostly in Armenian and Russian publi cations). S ometimes the 
criticism has been categorical and rude. 22 

Armenology, like the other branches of Oriental Studies, is politicized. Colossal 
means and energy are spent on supporting viewpoints and pursuing political 
objectives rather than on unbiased discussion of scientific problems and revealing 
historical truth. 

Most of historical Armenia presently constitutes a part of Turkey (renamed 
“Eastern Anatolia”), which conducts a policy of minimizing the role of the 
Armenians in history. The terms Armenia and Armenian are almost excluded from 
the lexicon of some studies on the ancient history of the Armenian Highland. In these 
works the hypothesis of the B alkanic origin of the Armenians is widely accepted. 
This theory attracts authors by the supposition that the (Proto-) Armenians were a 
small group of Balkanic migrants. It is Diakonoffs monograph that is frequently 
referenced, although the various theses argued in the monograph and in other works 
of the author, which are considered “pro-Armenian,” are not taken into consideration 
(e.g. that the Proto-Armenians inhabited the west of the Armenian Highland before 
the formation of Urartu; that there are Armenian borrowings in Urartian; that 
Armenians are the genetic and cultural successors of the ancient population of Urartu 
and the pre-Urartian states of the Armenian Highland; and that the history of the 
Armenian people should not begin from the post-Urartian period but should also 
include the period of Urartu and pre-Urartian states, etc). 


21 In some of his works H. Karagyozyan tried to maintain this hypothesis, but on the grounds of 
unacceptable arguments, see G. Sargsyan 1988:169; Petrosyan 1991a. 

22 According to Ivanov (1983:30, n. 31), new discoveries, particularly pertaining to the toponym 
and ethnonym Haya and its relation with Armi and Azi t “corroborate the correctness of G.A. 
Kapantsyan’s conclusions on the Hayasan origin of the Armenians and the absolute fallacy of all of 
the constructs of I.M. Diakonoff on the origin of the ethnonym Hay < *hati and other problems of 
Armenian ethnogenesis.” In return, in the English version of his monograph, Diakonoff calls the 
Hayasa theory “fallacious” and “unacceptable;” in another work, written with a co-author, we read: 
“Barrels of ink have been spilled in attempts to prove that the Hayasans were the ancestors of the 
Hqyk‘ (Armenians); a severe case of the malady called ’Sirenedss niein hlrhng a’" (Diakoncff 1 984 : 
182, n. 24,201, n. 120; Diakonoff and Medvedskaya 1987:386). 
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On the other hand, there are pseudo-scientific ethnocentric “theories” circulating 
in Armenia. Today in the West studies on nationalism have become fashionable. 
These theories are the focus of attention and are considered in the context of the 
development of nationalism in Armenia. Some devotees of Diakonoff in the West 
consider the other scientific hypotheses as nationalist or even anti-scientific, invented 
and accepted only in Armenia. Were it not for these factors we would be closer to the 
solution of many questi ons at issue. 

Institute of Archaeology and Ethnography 
Yerevan, Armenia 
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